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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

——
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal Lord God, who rules the rag-
ing of the seas, we praise You that we
continue to be sustained by Your good-
ness and mercies. We are grateful for
each heartbeat we receive as a gift
from Your bounty. Help us to so live
that we will never forget our account-
ability to You.

Lord, bless our Senators, enlighten
and illuminate them that they may
cultivate an experiential relationship
with You, delighting to follow Your
precepts. Touch their lips, that they
may speak words that unite and bring
hope. Give them hearts that are willing
to serve. Strengthen them when tempt-
ed and guide them when they are per-
plexed.

We pray in Your great Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TOOMEY). Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

SENATE AGENDA

Mr. McCCONNELL. First, for the in-
formation of all of our colleagues, later

Senate

this morning I will introduce a con-
tinuing resolution that will ensure con-
tinuous funding to the Federal Govern-
ment. The measure will provide the re-
sources necessary to continue normal
operations through February 8.

Let’s review why this step was nec-
essary.

Even in the face of a great need to se-
cure the border and following good-
faith efforts by the President’s team,
our Democratic colleagues rejected an
extremely reasonable offer yesterday.
It would have cleared the remaining
appropriation bills, which had received
bipartisan support in committee, and
provided an additional $1 billion to
tackle a variety of urgent border secu-
rity priorities.

I am sorry that my Democratic col-
leagues couldn’t put their partisanship
aside and show the same good faith and
flexibility that the President has
shown in order to provide the resources
our Nation needs to secure the integ-
rity of our borders as well as the safety
of American families, but this seems to
be the reality of our political moment.
It seems like political spite, for the
President may be winning out over sen-
sible policy—even sensible policies that
are more modest than border security
allocations that many Democrats
themselves have supported in the very
recent past.

Faced with this intransigence—with
Democrats’ failure to take our borders
seriously—Republicans will continue to
fulfill our duty to govern. That is why
we will soon take up a simple measure
that will continue government funding
into February, so that we can continue
this vital debate after the new Con-
gress has convened, because—make no
mistake—there will be important un-
finished business in front of us, and we
owe it to the American people to fi-
nally tackle it.

Just last week, U.S. Customs and
Border Commissioner Kevin
McAleenan told our colleagues on the
Judiciary Committee that the United

States faces a border security and hu-
manitarian crisis—a border security
and humanitarian crisis.

These are some of the facts. In the
past year alone, we saw a 30-percent in-
crease in apprehensions by CBP, in-
cluding nearly 6,700 apprehensions of
individuals with criminal histories and
a b0-percent increase in apprehensions
of known gang members. We have seen
a T5-percent spike in methamphet-
amine seizures since fiscal 2015. So it is
quite obvious that shoring up our bor-
ders is an urgent need for our national
security—no question about it.

Secure borders are what the Amer-
ican people expect and they deserve.
That is why it continues to be a major
focus of President Trump and his ad-
ministration. Already the President’s
approach to border security is yielding
undeniable results. In each of four CBP
sectors where physical borders have
been improved or expanded—El Paso,
Yuma, Tucson, and San Diego—illegal
traffic has dropped by at least 90 per-
cent.

While you wouldn’t know it from lis-
tening to the far-left special interests,
this administration’s focus on border
security actually follows similar com-
monsense efforts that used to be a bi-
partisan consensus.

It used to be a bipartisan consensus.
In 2006, for example, the Secure Fence
Act, which is designed to strengthen
physical security measures at the bor-
der, received the support of no fewer
than 26 of our Democratic colleagues,
including the current Democratic lead-
er, along with Senators FEINSTEIN,
CARPER, NELSON, STABENOW, WYDEN,
and Obama.

In 2010, President Obama signed a bill
to increase the CBP’s physical presence
down at the border. It passed the Sen-
ate by unanimous consent, by the way.

So let’s not pretend there is some
bright-line principle that separates the
billions of dollars that our Democratic
colleagues were willing and eager to
spend on border security in the recent

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

S7823



S7824

past and the resources now requested
by the President and his team. There is
no big difference in principle. There
has just been a shift in the political
winds on the far left. This is knee-jerk,
partisan opposition to the administra-
tion’s reasonable and flexible requests.
This is making political obstruction a
higher goal than the integrity of our
Nation’s borders. Frankly, it is just po-
litical spite, and the American people
know it when they see it.

So the Senate will continue our work
on the remaining bills—the products of
much bipartisan hard work and col-
laboration, and, in the meantime, we
will turn to a clean continuing resolu-
tion later today so we can make sure
we don’t end this year the way we
began it—with another government
shutdown because of the Democrats’ al-
lergy to sensible immigration policies.
That is what they did at the beginning
of the year.

We need the government to remain
open for the American people. We need
to wrap up our work for this year, and
I hope that my Democratic friends re-
turn next year ready to join the Presi-
dent, this Senate majority, and the
American people in our desire to secure
our border.

————
TRIBUTE TO PAUL RYAN

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on
a completely different matter, from
time to time, each of us has indulged in
jokes and finger-pointing that sustain
the friendly rivalry between the House
and the Senate—the Founders’ meta-
phorical teacup and saucer. Make no
mistake. I am thankful every day that
so many former Representatives see
the light and come over to join us in
the Upper Chamber, but for the past 3
years, there is no one outside of the
Senate with whom I have partnered
more closely than the Speaker of the
House, PAUL RYAN.

As history will remember, the speak-
ership was far from the destination
that the contented Ways and Means
chairman had in mind when our friend
John Boehner announced his retire-
ment in 2015, but to the great fortune
of the entire Republican Party, PAUL
had demonstrated over his years in the
House the very qualities his conference
needed most.

Everyone knew he had uncompro-
mising integrity, seemingly inexhaust-
ible energy, the trust and admiration
of his fellow Members, and he had an
aspirational message about what we
stood for as Republicans. He has re-
minded our party, as clearly and force-
fully as any leader of his generation,
about all that our party can and should
aspire to be—‘‘not pale pastels,” in
Ronald Reagan’s timeless words, ‘‘but
bold colors.” His colleagues knew he
had all of these qualities, and we knew
it here in the Senate.

While I was far from the most crucial
member of the pressure campaign—a
draft effort that even roped in the Car-
dinal Archbishop of New York—I will
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admit that I picked up the phone too.
I called PAUL and told him exactly
what he didn’t want to hear—that he
was the right man at the right mo-
ment. Conveniently, I was about to get
on a plane to Iraq at the time. So PAUL
didn’t have much of an opportunity to
push back.

Over the past 3 years, I have had
more opportunities than most to see
the right man in action. We have met
weekly to coordinate the efforts of our
majorities and present a united front
on behalf of the American people. At
times the cohesion between our teams
made it feel like we shared one large
staff. So I have seen firsthand how
much of what we have been able to ac-
complish this Congress has been due in
huge part to PAUL’s serious approach
and to his principles and his prag-
matism alike.

He helped lead the way on last year’s
comprehensive reform of our Tax Code,
turning his decades-long personal mis-
sion into a brighter future for millions
of American workers and job creators.

He navigated tense funding negotia-
tions with a deep understanding of his
Members’ concerns and stood firm in
support of America’s military, helping
to deliver the largest year-on-year in-
crease in defense funding in 15 years.

He stayed true to his heart, putting
Catholic social teaching into practice
and fighting for policies of all shapes
and sizes to lift up the most vulnerable
among us, from the working poor to
the victims of human trafficking.

His tenure as Speaker has proved a
perfect capstone to a remarkable ca-
reer in Congress. Every step of the
way, PAUL has shattered myths and
stereotypes about what conservative
leaders are like.

Through his long list of accomplish-
ments and his personal witness alike,
he has demonstrated that faith in
American free enterprise and indi-
vidual liberty are not quaint, outdated
ideas but essential and timeless prin-
ciples.

He has helped prove that right-of-
center values are not only the basis for
protest movements, as some cynics had
liked to suggest, they are also the
foundation for governing majorities.

He has shown that our party’s ideals
and principles do not clash whatsoever
with the moral priority we should
place on those at the margins of soci-
ety but rather that those ideas are
often the best means to honor that
commitment.

Talk about a product of the Jack
Kemp coaching tree. It is safe to say
the Speaker’s cherished mentor would
be mighty proud. PAUL’S time at the
center stage of our Nation’s politics
has inspired countless Americans, in-
cluding a new generation of leaders,
but speaking personally, more than
any one of the accomplishments that I
have been proud to work with PAUL to
help to secure, I think I will most re-
member how he has done that job; how
energetically and happily the Speaker
has poured himself into each task at
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hand. No matter if some said it
couldn’t be done, no matter that he
hadn’t sought the job in the first place,
the happy warrior has been undeterred.

For all this says about PAUL RYAN
the Speaker, it says even more about
PAUL RYAN the man. He has a big heart
and a razor-sharp mind. It doesn’t take
long to notice either one, and he knows
how to lead with both.

He is a man of profound faith and
abiding patriotism, and even after 20
years of Washington, he remains a
staunch optimist. PAUL is quick to in-
sist that America’s brightest days are
yvet to come and even quicker to back
up the sentiment with action.

Working with Speaker RYAN has been
among the great joys of my career in
the Senate. The Nation is so much bet-
ter for his leadership, and I am better
for his friendship. I am so grateful to
PAuL for everything. I wish him,
Janna, and their lovely family great
happiness in whatever adventures lie
ahead.

————
TRIBUTE TO JOHN CORNYN

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, now
I am down to my very last end-of-year
tribute to a Member of this body. I
offer this one with the very greatest re-
luctance.

This one isn’t occasioned by any re-
tirement. Fortunately, for all of us,
Senator JOHN CORNYN isn’t going any-
where. He will be right here with us
when the 116th Congress convenes in
January, but he will no longer be serv-
ing as Republican whip. His tenure in
this key leadership role is almost com-
plete. So I could not let the week pass
without sharing for the official
Record—and with all of our col-
leagues—a small slice of the tremen-
dous gratitude and respect and admira-
tion I feel for the senior Senator from
Texas.

JOHN and I were already well ac-
quainted when he took over the whip
role 6 years ago in relief of JoN KYL,
but still, I wasn’t sure exactly what
our relationship would look like. You
never quite know in advance. Every-
body is different, but just a few weeks
into our partnership as leader and
whip, JOHN presented me with a birth-
day gift that told me at least three
things about him.

He framed and autographed a picture
of ourselves—just an ordinary, not par-
ticularly glamorous shot of the two of
us, plus JOHN BARRASSO, probably talk-
ing with the press there in the Ohio
Clock corridor.

A somewhat unusual gift, I thought.
Lesson No. 1: This guy has a sense of
humor and good cheer. In this photo, I
am Kkind of standing front and center.
Six-foot-one JOHN is standing right be-
hind me, a little out of focus and half-
way in the shadow. So there is lesson
No. 2: Humility.

Then there was his handwritten mes-
sage: ‘‘Happy birthday, Mitch—I've got
your back.” That was lesson No. 3. It
spoke for itself and how fortunate I
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have been to be reminded every single
day since that JOHN CORNYN meant ex-
actly what he said.

JOHN has proven to be a stunningly
effective whip for the Republican con-
ference these past years. He has also
been more than a solid friend and a
wiser, more loyal counselor than I had
any right to expect.

The whip is a powerful position. The
conference trusts you to help lead
them. Your peers trust you with your
candor and their concerns. As each
piece of legislation progresses, dif-
ferent groups of your colleagues are
trusting you to help secure accomplish-
ments that are huge priorities for them
and their own constituents.

So it is easy to imagine ways this
critical role could go off the rails. You
could wear out your welcome with
some of your colleagues. You could be-
come too focused on notching today’s
win at the expense of tomorrow’s rela-
tionships and good feelings. You could
let personal disagreements threaten
the unity of your leadership team and
your conference, but as those who
know him well can attest, these aren’t
worries that keep John up at night.
That is because he is the quintessential
team player, not focused on personal
gain, dedicated to the causes that mat-
ter to Texas and his Members, and will-
ing to roll up his sleeves and do the
hefty lifting himself to advance those
goals.

You know, they say everything is
bigger in Texas, and sure enough, ‘‘Big
John’ has been known to ride across
the screen in campaign spots from time
to time, but somewhere along the way,
JOHN’S ego didn’t get the message.
JOHN doesn’t twist arms or get angry.
He doesn’t playact at being the bad
cop. Instead, he listens. He learns. He
pours his time and energy into learning
all about his colleagues, their con-
cerns, their State’s priorities.

People outside the Senate might
think someone in JOHN’S position
would need to act like a bully. The
term ‘‘whip”’ certainly sends that mes-
sage, but JOHN knows that scare tac-
tics don’t do many favors in the long
run. The winning strategy on Team
Cornyn has been less like the Mafia
and more like savvy and heartfelt cus-
tomer service, and they sure have a lot
to show for it. The more I have been re-
flecting on why JOHN has had so much
success, I have kept coming back to
the fact that this man was a judge—a
Texas Supreme Court justice, to be
exact. In a courtroom, the judge has
the power, but their job isn’t to whee-
dle or persuade. It is to listen fairly to
all parties, all theories, and all ideas.
Give everyone a hearing, take it all in,
and then chart the best course possible.

How lucky we have all been to have
somebody like that whipping votes for
the last 6 years.

It is a privilege to see JOHN at work.
It has been an honor to work in the
trenches with him day after day these
past 6 years. To be more accurate, it
has been a pleasure to stand shoulder
to shoulder with him here in the well.
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We have had our fair share of quality
time. At the end of any Congress, you
would expect the majority leader and
whip might have a small handful of
close shaves and dramatic moments to
reflect on, but JOHN has helped steer
the ship with the slimmest possible
majorities. Week after week, 51 to 49,
then 50 to 49, in many cases.

We have seen this play out in the
confirmation of a historic number of
well-qualified nominees to the Federal
judiciary and in the passage of major
legislation of delicate moving parts,
from comprehensive tax reform to a
landmark opioids package.

The truth is, even a comprehensive
catalog of all the big floor votes would
only capture a fraction of JOHN’S excel-
lent work. More key nominees and im-
portant pieces of legislation have trav-
eled quietly through the Senate be-
cause JOHN has been there, diligent and
patient and respectful, working
through challenges and addressing con-
cerns, literally, around the clock.

As if this wasn’t enough to fill JOHN’S
plate, let’s remember, while serving as
whip, he has also been a vital member
of the Intelligence Committee, Judici-
ary Committee, and the Finance Com-
mittee, and he has been an outstanding
senior Senator for Texas all at the
same time.

In fact, in each of the past two Con-
gresses, no Senator has been the lead
sponsor of more bills that have become
law than JOHN CORNYN. He led on Fix
NICS. He led the fight against human
trafficking—all in a couple of years’
work.

Of course, he doesn’t do it alone.
JOHN has assembled a whip staff that
are as much a testament to his eye for
talent as they are a tremendous asset
for the entire conference. At the helm
of the operation as chief of staff in his
whip office, Monica Popp.

In so many ways, JOHN and Monica
seem to be cut from the same cloth.
Like her boss, Monica has a sixth sense
when it comes to reading a room and
getting people what they need. She rel-
ishes the chance to tackle tough prob-
lems. As far as she is concerned, a trou-
blesome situation is really just an op-
portunity. Just like JOHN, Monica is an
attentive listener. This has made her
an encyclopedic authority on what
makes each Member of the conference
tick. When Monica makes a rec-
ommendation, you know it is based on
the best possible information, and on
s0 many occasions, I have relied di-
rectly on her sharp counsel out here on
the floor.

I am not sure I have ever worked
with someone who had such a warm
heart and ice in her veins at the very
same time. She operates with calm and
confidence precisely because she has
built so many genuine and solid friend-
ships that she knows just where things
stand.

Outside observers get Congress wrong
when they say, “It’s all about the
math.” It is really all about the rela-
tionships. Ironically enough, this
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former math teacher turned all-star
Hill staffer is just about the ultimate
living proof of that.

We may not be losing Senator COR-
NYN this month, but I am sorry to say
we are saying goodbye to Monica. I will
miss her, and I know the entire con-
ference will miss her.

It is all about relationships with
JOHN too. Even as he was constantly
tasked with walking a tightrope
through a pressure cooker, he has also
managed to be one of the kindest, most
down-to-earth human beings around. In
no place is this more evident than the
way he treats the unelected members
of this Senate family. He gets to know
everyone. He wants to earn your trust.
He wants to know how you are doing.

After all, before he was the Senate’s
majority whip or a justice on the Texas
Supreme Court or the State’s attorney
general, he was a husband and father. I
know his wife, Sandy, and their family
are hoping the end of JOHN’S service as
whip will bring at least a nominal re-
laxing of his schedule. I doubt that, by
the way.

Ordinarily, I might guess that JOHN
might be able to spend more time on
his hobbies, but somehow—as his pro-
lific Twitter and Instagram pages regu-
larly notify the whole world—he has
kept right at them all along.

For all the different hats JOHN wears
in the Senate, he has managed to hang
on to his chef’s cap too—marching
through the ‘‘Rasika’ cookbook and
whipping up feasts for the family. The
dove hunts certainly haven’t gone any-
where either.

So, really, whatever his title happens
to say, what I am looking forward to
from JOHN is more of the same—more
invaluable guidance, more exemplary
legislating. I know the press corps is
certainly hoping for more of his in-
formative one-liners.

Like I said, I am so happy we aren’t
saying goodbye to JOHN today. What I
am saying—with complete personal
sincerity, and also for the entire con-
ference—is thank you. Thank you for
your friendship, partnership, and thank
you for making all of us look better
than any of us deserve. Thank you for
helping the Senate deliver for the
country. Thank you for always having
all of our backs.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of the remarks by the ranking
member, that I be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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CHILD PROTECTION
IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 2017

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
understand that the Senate has re-
ceived a message from the House to ac-
company H.R. 695.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask that the
Chair lay before the Senate the mes-
sage to accompany H.R. 695.

The Presiding Officer laid before the
Senate the following message from the
House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the House agree to the
amendment of the Senate to the title of the
bill (H.R. 695) entitled ‘‘An Act to amend the
National Child Protection Act of 1993 to es-
tablish a national criminal history back-
ground check system and criminal history
review program for certain individuals who,
related to their employment, have access to
children, the elderly, or individuals with dis-
abilities, and for other purposes.’” and be it
further

Resolved, That the House agree to the
amendment of the Senate to the text of the
aforementioned bill, with an amendment to
Senate amendment.

Pending:

McConnell motion to concur in the
amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill.

McConnell motion to refer the mes-
sage of the House on the bill to the
Committee on the Appropriations, with
instructions, McConnell Amendment
No. 1922, to change the enactment date.

McConnell Amendment No. 1923 (to
(the instructions) Amendment No.
1922), of a perfecting nature.

McConnell Amendment No. 1924 (to
Amendment No. 1923), of a perfecting
nature.

MOTION TO CONCUR WITH AN AMENDMENT NO.

4163

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to concur in the House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment to H.R.
695, with a further amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL] moves to concur in the House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment, with an
amendment numbered 4163.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted:

DIVISION A—FURTHER ADDITIONAL
CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2019

SEC. 101. The Continuing Appropriations
Act, 2019 (division C of Public Law 115-245) is
further amended—

(1) by striking the date specified in section
105(3) and inserting ‘‘February 8, 2019”’; and

(2) by adding after section 136 the fol-
lowing:

““SEc. 137. Notwithstanding section 251(a)(1)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 and the timetable in
section 254(a) of such Act, the final seques-
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tration report for fiscal year 2019 pursuant to
section 254(f)(1) of such Act and any order for
fiscal year 2019 pursuant to section 254(f)(5)
of such Act shall be issued, for the Congres-
sional Budget Office, 10 days after the date
specified in section 105(3), and for the Office
of Management and Budget, 15 days after the
date specified in section 105(3).

‘““SEC. 138. The authority provided under
title XXI of the Homeland Security Act of
2002 (6 U.S.C. 621 et seq.), as amended by sec-
tion 2(a) of the Protecting and Securing
Chemical Facilities from Terrorist Attacks
Act of 2014 (Public Law 113-254), shall con-
tinue in effect through the date specified in
section 105(3).

“SEC. 139. Section 319L(e)(1)(A) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 247d-
Te(e)(1)(A)) shall continue in effect through
the date specified in section 105(3) of this
Act.

‘““SEC. 140. Section 405(a) of the Pandemic
and All-Hazards Preparedness Act (42 U.S.C.
247d-6a note) shall continue in effect through
the date specified in section 105(3) of this
Act.”.

This division may be cited as the ‘“‘Further
Additional Continuing Appropriations Act,
2019”.

DIVISION B—MEDICAID EXTENDERS
SEC. 101. EXTENSION OF MONEY FOLLOWS THE
PERSON REBALANCING DEM-
ONSTRATION.

(a) GENERAL FUNDING.—Section 6071(h) of
the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C.
1396a note) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘and”’
after the semicolon;

(B) in subparagraph (E), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(F) subject to paragraph (3), $112,000,000
for fiscal year 2019.”’;

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘““‘Amounts made” and in-
serting ‘‘Subject to paragraph (3), amounts
made’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“September 30, 2016 and
inserting ‘‘September 30, 2021°’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

¢“(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR FY 2019.—Funds ap-
propriated under paragraph (1)(F) shall be
made available for grants to States only if
such States have an approved MFP dem-
onstration project under this section as of
December 31, 2018.”".

(b) FUNDING FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE AND
IMPROVEMENT; TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE; OVER-
SIGHT.—Section 6071(f) of the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 139a note) is
amended by striking paragraph (2) and in-
serting the following:

‘(2) FUNDING.—From the amounts appro-
priated under subsection (h)(1)(F) for fiscal
year 2019, $500,000 shall be available to the
Secretary for such fiscal year to carry out
this subsection.”.

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 6071(b)
of the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005 (42
U.S.C. 139%96a note) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘(10) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Health and Human
Services.”.

SEC. 102. EXTENSION OF PROTECTION FOR MED-
ICAID RECIPIENTS OF HOME AND

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES
AGAINST SPOUSAL IMPOVERISH-
MENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2404 of Public
Law 111-148 (42 U.S.C. 1396r-5 note) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘the 5-year period that begins
on January 1, 2014, and inserting ‘‘the pe-
riod beginning on January 1, 2014, and ending
on March 31, 2019,”.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—
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(1) PROTECTING STATE SPOUSAL INCOME AND
ASSET DISREGARD FLEXIBILITY UNDER WAIVERS
AND PLAN AMENDMENTS.—Nothing in section
2404 of Public Law 111-148 (42 U.S.C. 1396r-5
note) or section 1924 of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396r-5) shall be construed as
prohibiting a State from disregarding an in-
dividual’s spousal income and assets under a
State waiver or plan amendment described
in paragraph (2) for purposes of making de-
terminations of eligibility for home and
community-based services or home and com-
munity-based attendant services and sup-
ports under such waiver or plan amendment.

(2) STATE WAIVER OR PLAN AMENDMENT DE-
SCRIBED.—A State waiver or plan amendment
described in this paragraph is any of the fol-
lowing:

(A) A waiver or plan amendment to provide
medical assistance for home and community-
based services under a waiver or plan amend-
ment under subsection (c), (d), or (i) of sec-
tion 1915 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1396n) or under section 1115 of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 1315).

(B) A plan amendment to provide medical
assistance for home and community-based
services for individuals by reason of being
determined eligible under section
1902(a)(10)(C) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
1396a(a)(10)(C)) or by reason of section 1902(f)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(f)) or otherwise
on the basis of a reduction of income based
on costs incurred for medical or other reme-
dial care under which the State disregarded
the income and assets of the individual’s
spouse in determining the initial and ongo-
ing financial eligibility of an individual for
such services in place of the spousal impov-
erishment provisions applied under section
1924 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396r-5).

(C) A plan amendment to provide medical
assistance for home and community-based
attendant services and supports under sec-
tion 1915(k) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396n(k)).
SEC. 103. REDUCTION IN FMAP AFTER 2020 FOR

STATES WITHOUT ASSET
VERIFICATION PROGRAM.

Section 1940 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1396w) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

“(k) REDUCTION IN FMAP AFTER 2020 FOR
NON-COMPLIANT STATES.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—With respect to a cal-
endar quarter beginning on or after January
1, 2021, the Federal medical assistance per-
centage otherwise determined under section
1905(b) for a non-compliant State shall be re-
duced—

“(A) for calendar quarters in 2021 and 2022,
by 0.12 percentage points;

‘(B) for calendar quarters in 2023, by 0.25
percentage points;

‘(C) for calendar quarters in 2024, by 0.35
percentage points; and

‘(D) for calendar quarters in 2025 and each
year thereafter, by 0.5 percentage points.

¢(2) NON-COMPLIANT STATE DEFINED.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘non-
compliant State’ means a State—

‘“(A) that is one of the 50 States or the Dis-
trict of Columbia;

‘(B) with respect to which the Secretary
has not approved a State plan amendment
submitted under subsection (a)(2); and

‘(C) that is not operating, on an ongoing
basis, an asset verification program in ac-
cordance with this section.”.

SEC. 104. MEDICAID IMPROVEMENT FUND.

Section 1941(b)(1) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396w-1(b)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘$31,000,000’ and inserting
¢‘$6,000,000"".

SEC. 105. BUDGETARY EFFECTS.

(a) STATUTORY PAYGO SCORECARDS.—The

budgetary effects of this division shall not be
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entered on either PAYGO scorecard main-
tained pursuant to section 4(d) of the Statu-
tory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010 (2 U.S.C.
933(d)).

(b) SENATE PAYGO SCORECARDS.—The budg-
etary effects of this division shall not be en-
tered on any PAYGO scorecard maintained
for purposes of section 4106 of H. Con. Res. 71
(115th Congress).

(c) CLASSIFICATION OF BUDGETARY EF-
FECTS.—Notwithstanding Rule 3 of the Budg-
et Scorekeeping Guidelines set forth in the
joint explanatory statement of the com-
mittee of conference accompanying Con-
ference Report 105-217 and section 250(c)(8) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, the budgetary effects of
this division shall not be estimated—

(1) for purposes of section 251 of such Act;
and

(2) for purposes of paragraph (4)(C) of sec-
tion 3 of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act
of 2010 as being included in an appropriation
Act.

(d) PAYGO ANNUAL REPORT.—For the pur-
poses of the annual report issued pursuant to
section 5 of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go
Act of 2010 (2 U.S.C. 934) after adjournment
of the second session of the 115th Congress,
and for determining whether a sequestration
order is necessary under such section, the
debit for the budget year on the 5-year score-
card, if any, and the 10-year scorecard, if
any, shall be deducted from such scorecard
in 2019 and added to such scorecard in 2020.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask for the yeas
and nays on the motion to concur with
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4164 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4163

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
have a second-degree amendment at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 4164
to amendment No. 4163.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: to change the enactment date)

At the end add the following.

“This Act shall take effect 1 day after the
date of enactment.”

MOTION TO REFER WITH AN AMENDMENT NO. 4165

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to refer the House message on
H.R. 695 to the Committee on Appro-
priations with instructions to report
back forthwith.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL] moves to refer the House message on
H.R. 695 to the Committee on Appropriations
with instructions to report back forthwith
with an amendment numbered 4165.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: to change the enactment date)

At the end add the following.
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““This act shall be effective 2 days after en-
actment.”

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask for the yeas
and nays on my motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4166 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4165

Mr. McCONNELL. I have an amend-
ment to the instructions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL] proposes an amendment numbered
4166 to the instructions on the motion to
refer.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: Of a perfecting nature)

Strike 2’ and insert ‘3"

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask for the yeas
and nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4167 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4166

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
have a second-degree amendment at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 4167
to amendment No. 4166.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: Of a perfecting nature)

Strike ‘3 days’ and insert ‘4 days’’

——

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

——
GOVERNMENT FUNDING

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, we
have a short time left before appropria-
tions expire on Friday. Yesterday, we
made some progress.

Thankfully, President Trump appears
to have backed down from his position
for billions in direct appropriations for
a border wall. For the past several
weeks, the President’s insistence on $5
billion for a wall has been the biggest
obstacle to keeping the government
open past Friday.

The President’s spokesperson has
claimed that the administration can

The
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build the full wall from reprogrammed
funds given to other areas of the gov-
ernment. Let me be very clear. With-
out our assent, the administration can-
not reprogram funds proposed by Con-
gress for the full wall. To do so would
violate Congress’s article I powers.
They cannot do it on their own, and
the House and Senate will not approve
a wall from reprogrammed funds or
anything else. It will not happen.

We Democrats have opposed massive
appropriations for a border wall for five
reasons. It is not effective compared to
other border security measures. Expert
after expert has said that. There is no
plan to build it. The President asked
for $5 billion, but there are no plans of
where the wall would be, how much it
would cost, what each part would be
made of. There is no plan to deal with
eminent domain. There are lots of peo-
ple on the Texas border and on other
borders who don’t want to give up their
land. They have said they will fight it
in court. It will take years. We have
not heard a peep out of the administra-
tion on how to deal with that. Above
all, the President promised that Mex-
ico would pay for it, not the American
taxpayer. Was it a campaign issue?
Yes. Yet, throughout, the President
said Mexico would pay for it. He never
campaigned on having Americans pay
for a massive border wall, ineffective
as it would be.

The Democrats have been perfectly
clear. We want smart, effective border
security, but that is not a wall. The
President and, just this morning, the
Republican leader have suggested re-
peatedly that Democrats are against
all border security. Of course, we are
not. Every expert has looked at that
and said it is a total lie. Frankly, the
reason our colleagues, the President,
Leader MCCONNELL, and others do it is
that they have no defense of the wall.
Instead of defending the wall, they say
the Democrats are not for border secu-
rity. Nothing could be further from the
truth, as shown by what we have sup-
ported in the past and today.

This morning, the President also
tweeted that Mexico could somehow
pay for the wall through a new trade
deal. This is a huge turnaround for a
President who once insisted: Mark my
words. Mexico will pay for the wall 100
percent. Of course, there have been
multiple fact checks to show a new
NAFTA could not possibly fund the
wall directly or indirectly. There is
nothing in the new agreement that
stipulates Mexico must devote any re-
sources to the United States, and any
savings from a trade deal, if there are
any savings, don’t go to the Treasury;
they go to American businesses and
American taxpayers. Ultimately, the
President would have to tax the Amer-
ican people to fund his wall. Mexico
ain’t footing the bill.

All that said, it is good news that the
President has retreated from his de-
mand that Congress fund the wall.
Now, we Democrats in the Senate and
in the House have made two reasonable
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offers that, I believe, would glide
through the House and Senate: No. 1,
pass the six bipartisan appropriations
bills and a 1-year CR for DHS or, No. 2,
pass a 1-year CR for all seven remain-
ing appropriations bills.

Leader MCCONNELL proposed a short-
term CR just a few minutes ago. We
would have preferred one of our two op-
tions, but I am glad the leader thinks
the government should not shut down
over the President’s demand for a wall,
and the Democrats will support this
CR. The President and the House
should follow that lead because shut-
ting down the government over Christ-
mas is a terrible idea—one of the worst
to come down the pike in a very long
time.

————
FIRST STEP ACT

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, on the
CJR, criminal justice reform, I am
really deeply heartfelt in thanking ev-
eryone who was involved in the crimi-
nal justice reform legislation.

I thank Senator DURBIN, for whom
this issue was a year’s-long passion.
When Senator DURBIN gets his teeth
into an issue, he does not let go until
he achieves it, and he is great at get-
ting it done. It was a real victory for
him.

Senator BOOKER felt this issue so pas-
sionately from his residents in Newark
and in seeing what had happened to
friends of his and people he had known.
He was a brilliant legislative tactician
in knowing just how far to push and in
getting the most he could from a Con-
gress that was not from our side of the
aisle.

Senator WHITEHOUSE carried the
mantle of making sure that while peo-
ple are in prison, they are given ade-
quate preparation so when they come
out, they don’t become recidivists
again—free from drugs, with job train-
ing—and so they can become useful and
productive members of society.

Senator HARRIS also added her pas-
sion and experience as attorney general
to the great arguments for this bill.

I don’t want to leave out colleagues
on the other side of the aisle. Senator
GRASSLEY played a real role as a
statesman. Senator LEE did tremen-
dous work on this bill. Again, like with
Senator BOOKER but from an opposite
point of view, he knew when to hold
and knew when to fold.

I thank all of them because this bill
will make an extraordinary difference
in countless lives by making our sen-
tencing laws fairer and smarter, by giv-
ing judges more discretion so low-level,
nonviolent drug offenses will not al-
ways be subject to arbitrary manda-
tory minimums; by giving prisoners
with good behavior and who work hard
to rehabilitate themselves better op-
portunities to prepare for their inte-
gration back into society as productive
citizens who can contribute to their
communities; and by ending the most
abusive practices of our criminal jus-
tice system, like juvenile solitary con-
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finement and the shackling of pregnant
prisoners.

The bill got 87 votes. Those 87 votes
are an entreaty to the new Congress to
do more. It is called FIRST STEP for a
lot of reasons, one being that many of
us feel we have to go further and do
more. Next year, hopefully, we can, and
the resounding support from both sides
of the aisle that this bill got should
help us. It should importune us not to
let this be the last proposal but the
first in this area. The law will bring
more justice to our justice system. I
was proud to vote for it and so grateful
for the work of my colleagues who
pulled a diverse coalition together to
get it across the line.

—————
CHINA

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, on
China, negotiations are ongoing be-
tween the Trump administration and
Chinese officials about a potential de-
tente in our trading relationship. Of
import to the Chinese is the recent ar-
rest of Huawei’s CFO on charges of vio-
lating U.S. sanctions law, which is only
one area of concern when it comes to
Huawei’s technology.

Let me be very clear. The United
States should not make any—any—
concessions until and unless China
makes credible and enforceable com-
mitments to end all forms of theft and
extortion of American intellectual
property.

As Ambassador Lighthizer recently
pointed out—and I cannot commend
him enough for the good job he is
doing—during the Obama administra-
tion alone, China made no fewer than
10 independent commitments to get rid
of forced technology transfers and
cyber theft policies.

As we know, China cyber espionage
continues unabated. Just last week, it
was confirmed that China was behind
the data breach of Marriott hotels, and
we know that they continue to require
any company that sells things—and
there are so many companies that sell
things in China—to transfer their tech-
nology.

If we continue on this path that we
have for the last 10 or 15 years, we will
no longer be the leading economy in
the world. All the great ideas Ameri-
cans have because of our free and open
and entrepreneurial system will be sto-
len, purloined, and China will domi-
nate.

We are there for fair competition.
China doesn’t compete fairly. I have to
say, neither the Bush nor the Obama
administration stood up strongly to
China. This administration shows signs
of doing it.

My message to President Trump:
Don’t back off. Follow Mr. Lighthizer,
not those in your administration, as
reported, the Senate, Mr. Mnuchin, Mr.
Ross, and others, who want to settle
for next to nothing. That would be a
disgrace.

President Trump has tried the concil-
iatory approach. He let ZTE off the
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hook in hopes of gaining concessions
from China on North Korea and got
none. North Korea continues to expand
its nuclear capabilities.

Mr. President, do not make the same
mistake again by interfering in the
case of Huawei’s CFO. Mr. President,
do not capitulate on U.S. trade policy
without meaningful, ironclad commit-
ments from China to end its predatory
trade practices, its theft of our intel-
lectual property, and until China al-
lows U.S. companies to compete freely
in its markets without technology
transfer or other coercions. To do oth-
erwise would put the future of this
great Nation at great risk.

————
TRIBUTE TO BILL NELSON

Mr. SCHUMER. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, I have come here to speak about
a dear friend and a wonderful col-
league, the senior Senator from Flor-
ida, BILL NELSON.

A Floridian born and bred, BILL NEL-
SON didn’t grow up with a silver spoon
in his mouth. Everything he has
achieved in life, he achieved because he
worked for it. Hard work is one of his
credos.

In high school, BILL raised cattle in
his spare time. That is not every teen-
ager’s idea of a good time, and that is
something we never did in Brooklyn,
but it led to a lifetime association with
Florida’s 4-H Program, which con-
tinues to support Florida’s agricultural
community today.

Just as important, BILL’s extra-
curricular animal husbandry allowed
him to save up the $10,000 he needed to
attend college at the University of
Florida. Even then, public service was
never far from this generous man’s
thoughts. He gave his first political
speech as a candidate for junior high
school president—a race he won. In col-
lege, he interned for Florida’s Senator
George Smathers, whose son Bruce
happened to be his roommate.

That internship turned out to be the
lesser contribution of BILL’s friendship
with Bruce because a few years after
law school, Bruce would introduce Bill
to Grace Cavert, who became Grace
Nelson, the love of BILL’s life.

For those of us who know BILL, we
know he loves Grace more than any-
thing in the world. They are truly a
dream team. Just to watch them to-
gether, caring about each other so,
brings joy to anyone’s heart—certainly
mine. Many of my colleagues, of
course, know Grace as well and have
worked closely with her, not the least
reason being that she is the authority
in that household today.

With Grace by his side, Senator NEL-
SON embarked on what would be a dis-
tinguished career in public service in
Florida as Congressman, tax commis-
sioner, and eventually Senator. Of
course, along the way, Senator NELSON
would also earn the title of ‘‘payload
specialist’” abroad the Space Shuttle
Columbia. As most folks know, then-
Congressman Nelson, who was chair of
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the House Science, Space, and Tech-
nology Committee, participated in a
weeklong space flight on the Columbia.
What most folks don’t know, however,
is that the launch for the mission was
aborted not once, not twice, but three
times. Eventually, though, the liftoff
was achieved, and BILL became only
the second sitting Member of Congress
to leave Earth’s atmosphere, where, in
his words, he saw ‘‘the blue brilliance
of the earth from the edge of the heav-
ens.”

There is a name given to the shift in
perspective experienced by astronauts
called the overview effect. Seeing the
Earth from the window of a space shut-
tle—that pale-blue marble in the vast
emptiness of space—makes you realize
how fragile and also how beautiful our
planet truly is. Senator NELSON experi-
enced something of an overview effect,
and although he already cared about
the environment, he became a lifelong
champion of environmental causes.

BILL NELSON protected and preserved
the Everglades, Florida’s beaches, and
offshore waters by standing against off-
shore drilling. There is none in Florida,
and I have to a say that the reason is
sitting right to my left—BILL NELSON.
Time and again, when rapacious com-
panies and others wanted to drill and
risk the beauty of Florida’s coastline
and its economic vitality, there was
BiLL. NELSON, like Horatio at the
bridge, preventing it from happening.
After the BP oilspill, BILL NELSON
made sure Florida’s gulf communities
got the restitution they deserved from
BP’s settlement.

Senator NELSON has always been a
loud voice speaking about the need for
action on climate change, as his be-
loved State of Florida gets hit by ever
more powerful storms and the low-

lying areas, like Miami, get flooded
regularly.
Of course, seeing the Earth from

space didn’t just focus BILL’S eyes
downward. This man is capable of
doing many things at once. He kept
them firmly fixed on the horizons as
well. It will be a long time before the
Senate sees a champion for NASA and
space exploration like BILL NELSON. It
may never see one as committed again.

The Senate, the State of Florida, and
the country will miss BILL NELSON, as
will Iris and I. He was even-tempered
even in tempestuous times. He was al-
ways civil in the midst of such incivil-
ity. When so many of us are prone to
looking backward, trying to figure out
what we did wrong or what we could
have done differently, BILL was always
looking forward and upward.

I have had the pleasure not only of
being BILL’s colleague but being his
friend. What a fine human being. One
of my greatest regrets here is that
some fine human beings are not going
to be with us next time, and this
Chamber and this country will show
they are missed.

There is nothing BILL is now looking
forward to more than spending time
with his beloved Grace and visiting his
children, Bill Junior and Nan Ellen.
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Every one of us salutes the great sen-
ior Senator from Florida, everything
he has accomplished in his distin-
guished career in the Senate, and just
the great man that he is.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing previous Senate action on the
House message to accompany H.R. 695,
today’s motions and amendments re-
main in status quo and the earlier mo-
tion to concur and the motion to refer
with instructions and amendments
Nos. 1923 and 1924 be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

—————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session and resume
consideration of the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report:

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Joseph
Maguire, of Florida, to be Director of
the National Counterterrorism Center,
Office of the Director of National Intel-
ligence.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent to complete my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of my remarks, Senator PAUL be
recognized for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRIBUTE TO JOHN CORNYN

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I have a
message to deliver this morning, but
after sitting here and listening through
and enjoying the comments that were
made, I wanted to at least make one
comment about the Senator from
Texas.

In my real life, for a number of years,
I was a builder and developer in South
Texas. I know South Texas very well. 1
know the border well. That is why I
have been down there so much and am
so interested in, of course, the border
wall, which we are going to have. But
we have a wonderful friend and a per-
son who has been a good friend. You
would think he is dead, but he is not.
He is very much alive, and he is back
doing his full-time job.
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I want to say that the time I spent
with him down there in Texas long be-
fore he was even in the position he is in
today—he has been a great hero down
there not just to the people in Texas
but people all over the country.

BORDER SECURITY

Mr. President, as far as the com-
ments that were made by the minority
leader from New York, it is easy to
stand here and talk about this. Yes, I
know the Democrats—they have all
gotten together, and they don’t want
to have a wall, but they are going to
have a wall. Walls work.

Look at the record of having walls.
San Diego built their wall in 1992, and
illegal traffic dropped 92 percent after
that. Ninety-two percent. El Paso built
their wall—I remember when that was
built—in 1993, and illegal traffic
dropped 72 percent. Tucson built their
wall in 2000, and illegal traffic dropped
90 percent. Yuma, in Arizona, built
theirs in 2005, and illegal traffic
dropped. It has happened everywhere.
Just look at Israel and the successes
they have had and how many Israelis
would be dead today if it weren’t for
the wall they have.

We are one of the few countries with-
out a wall. We are going to have a wall,
and it is going to be funded. So if any-
one is listening to what is going on
down here, just be assured that we are
going to have our wall.

REMEMBERING GEORGE H.W. BUSH

Mr. President, I want to make one
comment on something that happened
3 or 4 weeks ago, when we lost an
American hero. Everyone talked about
George H.W. Bush, and they talked
about their experiences. The reason I
wanted to wait a while before making
any comments on that is because I
have known George H.W. Bush for
many, many years, before I was actu-
ally in politics. My wife Kay and I are
praying for the entire Bush family as
the Nation mourns and honors one of
America’s loyal sons.

George H.W. Bush was one of the only
men I have ever known who could truly
love someone into changing his mind.
He loved God. He loved his family. He
loved his country and served it tire-
lessly with passion.

Listen to all of the things he has
done. He was a naval aviator, an Am-
bassador, Director of the CIA, Presi-
dent of the United States, and Vice
President of the United States. He has
done it all.

George H.W. Bush put service to his
Nation and love for his family above all
else. Kay and I have known the Bush
family for a long time, dating back to
their time in the Texas oil fields. He
would go back and forth to what he re-
ferred to as his second home, which is
Tulsa, OK. We were friends before we
were in politics, and I am grateful for
that friendship. I will always remember
that friendship.

This portrays him very well. Back
when I was mayor of Tulsa and George
Bush was Vice President, he came to
Tulsa, OK, to do a fundraising event. It
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was a fundraising event. My wife, in
spite of her reputation to the contrary,
is a pretty shy person. At these events,
she always insists, if we are going to be
at the head table, that she be seated
next to me at that table. She is not in-
secure or any of that stuff, but none-
theless this is something she got in her
head a long time ago, and she has al-
ways wanted that.

So on this occasion—this is when
George Bush came to Tulsa, OK, to par-
ticipate in a fundraiser—she snuck up
there and looked at the table and the
name tags and looked at me and said:
You can’t do that. You are not seated
next to me. I have to be seated next to
you.

I said: Who are you seated next to?
She said: George Bush.

Well, apparently, one of the security
guys or someone went back and told
George Bush about that. So he came up
behind her—I will always remember—
and he put his arm around her and said:
I don’t bite. He said further: I will take
care of you; don’t worry about a thing.

Now, during her conversation up
there—she conceded, of course, to sit
next to George Bush—he said: You
don’t happen to know someone named
Marian Bovard, do you?

And she said: Well, of course, she is a
good friend.

He said: I haven’t seen her in a long
time.

Kay said: Well, she is sitting right
over there. You can see her from here.

So he sent one of his Secret Service
people over there to bring Marian
Bovard, an old friend, to visit.

It turned out that my wife and
George H.W. Bush found out that they
both had many mutual friends. Every
time he would bring someone up, it
happened that that person was there.
So he would come over and remind her.
She became George Bush’s social direc-
tor, I think, for the remainder of the
fundraiser. I think she even ate his
broccoli for him.

Now, before I got to Congress, I was
a builder and developer in South Texas
for many years. Of course, Bush was
from Texas. We knew each other at
that time. He came to see me a few
times when I was working down there,
and, somehow, it always happened to
be on days when I was fishing, because
I fish every day down there. That is
one of the many hobbies I have, and I
enjoy doing that.

One day he said to me, after he was
President: You know, I envy you.

This is kind of strange to have the
President of the United States say: I
envy you. The reason he said that is
because he always enjoyed fishing, and
he knows I have a whole bunch of kids
and grandkids who all like to fish, and
he doesn’t. So he envies me.

There is a fishing guide, who my old
chief of staff, Richard Soudriette—who,
incidentally, is one who is very similar
to George Bush in that I have never
heard him be mad at anyone or dislike
anyone or talk in a profane way about
anyone, and that is the same as we
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have heard so many people say about
George Bush. So Richard Soudriette,
who also likes to go fishing with me,
knew this fishing guide. Not many peo-
ple are aware of this. Bush had this
fishing guide here in Washington, who
would sneak in early in the morning,
and they would go fishing. His name
was Angus. He went to the White House
early one morning to go fishing with
the President. He was there so early
that the Secret Service escorted him
up to the residence where he had coffee
with the Bushes, who were still in their
pajamas.

This is a good story. You should read
the whole thing. It was in the Wash-
ington Post, and it is on my website.

But President Bush was restless and
sometimes impatient, which are not
usually characteristics that make a
really good fisherman. But because he
was steady and dedicated to the task at
hand, he did OK, and he even got a few
fish, they told me, on that day.

When he was running for President,
he came to Tulsa for a fundraising
function at the Mayo Hotel. He knew
everyone in Tulsa. We did the normal
routine we always do. We greeted sup-
porters, gave remarks, and then opened
it up for questions. I will never forget
this. Ellen McGuire, who is a person
who is kind of a party regular in the
Republican Party, stood up and said:
Are you part of the international com-
munist conspiracy?

George Bush didn’t even blink. He
looked over at the organizer and said:
Where do you find these nuts? Next
question.

When he was Vice President, he and
Barbara came to Tulsa another time,
and I went with a group who was in
charge of picking them up at the air-
port. I was mayor at that time. So we
had a guy on my staff named Charlie
Burris, also a security guy. So we
thought he would be the perfect person
to pick up Barbara and George Bush
and take them into town.

So we get there, and Charlie goes and
picks up the luggage and hands it to
the person behind him, thinking it was
me, and said: Take this to the hotel.

He turned around and saw that in-
stead of it being me, it was Barbara
Bush. She looked a little stunned, but
she took the bags and took them and
off she went. The cars that came to
pick him up were the cars we always
used when we had somebody coming to
Tulsa. Why invest in limousines down
there? They were funeral home lim-
ousines. Vice President Bush took one
look at them, looked in the back,
which I think still had a wreath that
said ‘““‘Rest in Peace’ on it, and said:
You must have a cheap mayor. Well,
that mayor was me. I told him I pre-
ferred the word ‘‘frugal.”

George Bush knew Oklahoma better
than any President in history. Before
that date, he was even telling reporters
that he wanted this to be his turf, his
State. He frequently called Tulsa, OK,
his second home. Bush regularly held
up Oklahoma as an example of “‘points
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of light,” a State that knew how to use
public-private partnerships to do all of
the right things and thrive and be suc-
cessful.

These are just a few stories about a
man who strived to make every man,
every woman, every child whom he met
feel valuable in his eyes.

George Bush saw life as a series of
missions, and he completed those mis-
sions with fervor and grace. He never
wasted a minute, and for that, I am
grateful.

As the Nation continues to mourn
one of her most loyal sons, let us find
solace in the fact that he is holding
hands, reunited with Barbara again.

President Bush, you are a true Amer-
ican hero. Mission complete. God bless
you.

One more thing, today, December 19,
Kay and I are celebrating our 59th wed-
ding anniversary. I just want to say:
Kay, I still love you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). The Senator from Kentucky.

DRONE ATTACKS

Mr. PAUL. Do drone attacks work?
Well, you might say: Of course they
work; they kill their intended target.

But do drone attacks really work? Do
drone killings make us safer? Do drone
killings bring victory nearer? Do drone
killings kill more terrorists than they
create? I think these are valid ques-
tions and questions that should be de-
bated and discussed.

There are those who have been in-
volved in the drone killings who actu-
ally believe that they aren’t helping
our country. This is a letter from four
American servicemen in the Air Force
to President Obama from a year or two
ago. It reads:

We are former Air Force servicemembers
who have been involved in the drone pro-
gram. We joined the Air Force to protect
American lives and to protect our Constitu-
tion. We came to the realization, though,
that innocent civilians we were killing only
fueled the feelings of hatred that ignited ter-
rorism in groups like ISIS, while also serving
as a fundamental recruitment tool.

This administration—

then, referring to the Obama admin-
istration—
and its predecessors have built a drone pro-
gram that is one of the most devastating
driving forces for terrorism and destabiliza-
tion around the world.

The question is this: Do drone
killings actually Kkill more terrorists
than they create?

As the brothers, sisters, and cousins
from the village gather around the
mangled bodies, do they say, ‘‘Oh, well,
I guess we are now going to put down
our arms and make peace,” or are they
excited, are they engendered, are they
somehow motivated to become suicide
bombers themselves?

Do the drone killings simply steal
their resolve? Do the drone Kkillings
cause surviving members to strap on
suicide vests? Is there a limit? Is there
an end to how many we will kill with
drones?
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The power to kill anyone, anywhere,
anytime is an ominous power. I think
most of the people involved in the pro-
gram, including President Obama, had
motives to Kkill our enemies, to kill
those who they thought might come
someday and kill us, but the program
has become so extensive, and it has ex-
tended across so many different coun-
tries that there is concern, No. 1, about
the civilians—the women and children
who are being killed in these strikes as
collateral damage—but there is also
some concern about whether or not
that kind of ominous power—the power
to kill anyone, anywhere, anytime in
the entire world—is so ominous that
there should be checks and balances.

In our country, no one is killed with-
out not only checks and balances but
without the due process of the law.
People say: Well, you can’t have due
process in far-flung battlefields around
the world. Shouldn’t we at least con-
sider, though, whether or not there
should be checks and balances and
whether or not one person can make
the decision to Kkill? I think this is
something that should be debated, dis-
cussed, and we should have oversight
from Congress.

You will recall that in Obama’s ad-
ministration, the drone attacks really
hit a new peak. You will recall that he
made his decisions on whom to approve
the Kkilling of on ‘“‘Terrorism Tues-
days.”” There were reports that flash
cards were used in the discussion of
who was to be killed.

There were also reports that John
Brennan had complete authority to kill
on his own in certain places. John
Brennan also responded and said, when
asked about the drone program, that
there are no geographical limitations
to where we can kill.

That is a little bit worrisome, par-
ticularly since Congress has never au-
thorized war in the seven different
countries where President Obama uti-
lized drones and where drones continue
to be used.

People say: Well, this isn’t really
war, or this has something to do with
9/11.

This has nothing to do with 9/11.
None of these people had anything to
do with 9/11.

People say: There are associated
forces.

That is not in the 9/11 authorization.
Congress voted after 9/11 and said: You
can go after those who organized,
aided, abetted; those who helped to
plan; those who helped the attackers of
9/11. It didn’t say you could go after
any far-flung religious radical or ideo-
logue throughout the world and Kkill
them, but that is what we do. It is an
ominous power to Kkill anyone, any-
where, anytime.

I had this debate with the Obama ad-
ministration, and I asked them di-
rectly: Can you kill an American with
a drone?

Interestingly, they hesitated to an-
swer that question. They finally did
say: We are not going to kill an Amer-
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ican not involved in combat in the
United States with a drone. It took 13
hours to get that answer from them.

There are questions about what hap-
pens to an American accused and put
on the kill list. Can we kill an Amer-
ican overseas?

Often the Kkillings aren’t people
marching around with muskets. They
aren’t people marching around shoot-
ing each other in a war, where it is like
you have a war zone and you are drop-
ping a bomb on the other side of a war.
These are often people sitting in a hut
somewhere, eating dinner. These are
often people whom we Kkill where we
find them. We often don’t know the
names of those who are killed, and we
often have no idea in the end who is
killed in these attacks.

Sometimes we do it just simply be-
cause it looks like a bunch of bad peo-
ple all lined up. So we have what we
call ‘‘signature strikes,” where we just
kill people whose cars are lined up
whom we presume to be bad people.

I think their motives are well in-
tended, but sometimes we end up kill-
ing the wrong people. We killed about
12 people in Yemen in 2013 for which we
paid $1 million, saying: Whoops, we got
the wrong people. It is an ominous
power that should have more oversight
and more checks and balances.

One of the statements that particu-
larly bothered me was when the former
head of the NSA, Michael Hayden, said:
Well, we kill people based on metadata.

That is an alarming statement to me.
Metadata is whom you call and how
long you talk to them. We remember
they said that it was no big deal. Your
metadata is not that private. You
should just give it up. And for a while
they were vacuuming up everyone’s
metadata—whom you call and how
long you talk.

It turns out that they are so com-
petent in metadata that they are actu-
ally making kills based on metadata.
That is what Hayden said.

So we have before us a nominee for
the National Counterterrorism Center
who has some involvement with devel-
oping these kill lists. So we asked him
that question. I said: Do we kill people
based on metadata?

The nonanswer was very interesting.
He said: Well, I can’t tell you because
I am not in government.

Well, my guess is he has been in gov-
ernment, and he has been in the mili-
tary. So he probably knows the answer,
but he is saying that he will not tell
the answer because he is not in govern-
ment.

So we said to ask the people who are
in government: Do we Kill people based
on metadata?

Do you know what every one of them
said? None of my business.

I was elected to the U.S. Senate to
represent an entire State, and the peo-
ple in the administration had the au-
dacity to say: If you want to know
that, why don’t you join the Intel-
ligence Committee?

See, a democratic republic is where
all elected officials have oversight, not
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only a select few—often, a select few
who actually are always in agreement
with more power for the Intelligence
Committee and become a rubberstamp
simply for more power. Those of us who
are skeptical of power, those of us who
think we need to have more oversight
are typically not on those committees.
But the question is whether we should
allow a select few to be the overseers.
Often, these overseers aren’t a check
and a balance. These overseers are peo-
ple who simply say: We want to be con-
sulted.

When the President comes to you or
the CIA comes to you and says ‘“We are
going to kill this person; oh, you have
been consulted—often consulted after
the fact, but you have been consulted,”
that, to me, is not a check and a bal-
ance. That is being a rubberstamp for
the policy.

The question has come up time and
again, and the media looks and says:
Oh, my goodness, this is a conspiracy
theory, the deep state. There actually
is a deep state, and the deep state has
been around for decades and decades. In
fact, the Church commission in the
1970s was set up to investigate the deep
state.

Who was the deep state in those
days? It was Hoover. Hoover was using
the enormous power of the intelligence
agencies to investigate people he didn’t
like—civil rights leaders and protesters
of the Vietnam war—so he illegally
used this power of intelligence gath-
ering to spy on Americans.

Americans were rightly upset. The
Church commission tried to rein in the
intelligence communities. But the in-
teresting thing is, in those days, the
power to do intelligence was some guy
sneaking into your house and placing a
little magnet on your phone. It is not
done that way now. They can scoop up
every phone call in America like that.
They can scoop up every international
phone call, every phone call to a coun-
try. We can listen to what anybody is
saying anywhere around the globe any
time we want, and then we can Kkill
anyone anytime, anywhere in the
world. These are ominous powers and
deserve more oversight. So when people
refer to the deep state, that is what we
are talking about—more oversight.

What happens now is there are eight
people in Congress who are consulted
about intelligence, consulted about
targeted Kkillings—eight people. But
they are not given a check and a bal-
ance. They are consulted. They are told
often after the fact. So, really, there
are no checks and balances. This is an
enormous, ominous power, and it is not
checked. Those eight people are the
leader of the Senate, the minority
leader of the Senate, and the chairman
and ranking member of the Intel-
ligence Committee. It is the same on
the House side. So eight people know
anything.

You say: Well, this certainly can’t be
true. Certainly, they must brief all of
you.

Do you remember when they were
collecting all of your phone data and
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storing it in Utah? Everybody’s phone
data, every phone call you were mak-
ing, was being stored in Utah.

One of the authors of the PATRIOT
Act who had been involved in and had
actually been supportive of this said
that he was unaware of it and said that
he didn’t believe the legislation that
wrote the PATRIOT Act actually au-
thorized that.

There is not enough check and bal-
ance. There is not enough oversight.
We have seen it recently with the kill-
ing of the Washington Post journalist
and dissident, Khashoggi. The CIA con-
cluded, according to media reports,
with high probability that the Crown
Prince of Saudi Arabia—with a high de-
gree of probability—was responsible for
the Kkilling. Was everybody told that?
No, the public was not told that. Most
of Congress, most of the Senate—I was
not told that because the briefings are
only for a select few.

What happens is you get imperfect
and not very good oversight; the
checks and balances are not working
because the only people being told
about what the intelligence commu-
nity is doing are the people who are
rubberstamps for what they are doing.
The skeptics, those who believe there
is too much power, are not being told.

My point in bringing that up with
this nominee today is not the indi-
vidual being nominated but that the
deep state has circled its wagons, and
they are preventing me from finding
out: Do we kill people around the world
based on metadata? It is a very simple
question, it is a very specific question,
and they are refusing to answer it.

So I have been holding this nominee
and will vote against the nominee be-
cause I believe that the deep state
needs more oversight. I believe that we
shouldn’t kill anyone, anywhere, any-
time around the world without some
checks and balances.

I also believe that our drone pro-
gram, our targeted Kkilling, actually
makes the country less safe and makes
us more at risk for terrorism. I think
we should reevaluate this. We have had
a top 20 kill list for 20 years. We just
keep replenishing it with more and
more and more. It is a never-ending top
20 list. I think we should reevaluate it.
I think we should talk about, is there a
way we can declare victory?

I am proud of the President today to
hear that he is declaring victory in
Syria. Most of the voices around here
like to stay everywhere for all time,
and they believe that it doesn’t work
unless you go somewhere and stay for-
ever. The President has the courage to
say that we won in Syria, and we are
coming home—the first President in
my lifetime really to do that. That is
why President Trump is different, and
that is why I think President Trump is
one we should all look to for some
changes and for some reform of the
deep state.

I yield back my time.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant

to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
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Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Joseph Maguire, of Florida, to be
Director of the National Counterterrorism
Center, Office of the Director of National In-
telligence.

Mitch McConnell, Jerry Moran, Mike
Crapo, Steve Daines, Richard Burr,
James E. Risch, Thom Tillis, John
Thune, Roger F. Wicker, John Hoeven,
David Perdue, Pat Roberts, John Bar-
rasso, Mike Rounds, Lamar Alexander,
John Boozman, John Cornyn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of Joseph Maguire, of Florida, to be Di-
rector of the National Counterterror-
ism Center, Office of the Director of
National Intelligence, shall be brought
to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Montana (Mr. BLUNT) and the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER)
and the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 95,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 272 Ex.]

YEAS—95
Alexander Gardner Murphy
Baldwin Gillibrand Murray
Barrasso Graham Nelson
Bennet Grassley Perdue
Blumenthal Harris Peters
Booker Hassan Portman
Boozman Hapch Reed
Brown Hemrlch Risch
Burr Heitkamp Roberts
Canpwell Hgller Rounds
Capito Hirono Rubio
Cardin Hoeven Sanders
Carper Hyde-Smith Sasse
Casey Inhofe Schatz
Cassidy Isakson Schumer
Collins Jones
Coons Kaine Beoth
Corker Kennedy Shaheen
Cornyn King Shelby
Cortez Masto Klobuchar Smith
Cotton Kyl Stabenow
Crapo Lankford Sullivan
Cruz Leahy Tester
Daines Lee Thune
Donnelly Manchin Tillis
Duckworth Markey Toomey
Durbin McCaskill Udall
Enzi McConnell Van Hollen
Ernst Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Wicker
Fischer Moran Wyden
Flake Murkowski Young

NAYS—1

Paul
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NOT VOTING—4
Blunt Warner
Johnson Whitehouse

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 95, the nays are 1.

The motion is agreed to.

The majority leader.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE
CALENDAR

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
the remarks of the senior Senator from
Texas, all postcloture time be consid-
ered expired and the Senate vote on the
Maguire nomination; that if confirmed,
the motion to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table; and that
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action with no inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just
for the information of our colleagues, 1
expect the Maguire nomination to go
by voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

LEADERSHIP CHANGE

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, today I
rise to speak for the last time on the
Senate floor as majority whip. With
the swearing in of our colleagues in
January, will come the changing of the
guard in our elected leadership in
which I have been proud to serve since
2006.

As we all know, the whip is also
known as the assistant majority lead-
er, and I have been proud to assist our
majority leader in all we have worked
on together to accomplish in the Sen-
ate. I often tell people that ‘“‘whip”
sounds a lot more coercive than it real-
ly is because in the Senate, you can’t
really make somebody do something
they don’t want to do.

I understand the term comes from
the old country. It referred to the per-
son in fox hunting who was responsible
for keeping the dogs from straying dur-
ing the chase—something I have never
done and, no doubt, will never do.

One of the fathers of modern conserv-
atism, Edmund Burke, in the middle of
a contentious debate in the British
House of Commons, used the term as
far back as 1769. When he used it, he
was talking about enforcing discipline,
not as a way to punish disobedience
but as a way to stay focused on your
goal. I think that meaning still holds
because the overarching goal of anyone
who serves in this position is to keep
the team together.

The first Republican whip was James
Wadsworth, elected in 1915. He served
in the Spanish-American War. He op-
posed Prohibition, and he was chair-
man of what was then known as the
Committee on Military Affairs.

In more recent times, the whips have
been great Senators and friends, such
as Don Nickles, Trent Lott, JoN KYL,
and of course, the current majority
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leader, MITCH MCCONNELL. All of these
men have provided good examples and
sound counsel to me at one time or an-
other.

What we have tried to do together is
to build consensus, to make progress,
little by little, for the American peo-
ple, to seek to inform and gently per-
suade. Mainly, you listen, and then,
one by one, you address your col-
leagues’ concerns. Then it is the job of
the whip to count the votes, as the
Senate leader passes or defeats legisla-
tion, and provide advice and consent on
nominees.

It is the job of the whip operation to
keep its finger on the pulse of the con-
ference, to help the leader find a way
to get from point A, a bill introduced,
to point B, getting it to the floor, and
then to point C, when the bill passes
and becomes law. That road can be aw-
fully bumpy at times. Sometimes, it is
just like riding a roller coaster.

As with any job, there are parts of
the job you love more and those parts
you love less. There has been a lot of
handshaking after big victories, such
as the Criminal Justice Reform bill we
passed with a huge bipartisan majority
last night, and then there is the head-
shaking after disappointments.

It is true that occasionally in this
job you come up short, but you learn
from your mistakes, you course cor-
rect, and that failure can help you suc-
ceed later on down the road. That is
what happened to us in tax reform. We
learned from our disappointing out-
come on healthcare and applied it to
our next major objective. With tax re-
form, we laid the groundwork by going
through the Finance Committee—reg-
ular order. We helped inform. We cor-
rected misinformation, and we re-
sponded to feedback. We incorporated
input from all Senators who wanted to
be constructive and get to yes, and the
final bill changed a lot along the way.

Another victory I can think of is the
passage of the Comprehensive Addic-
tion and Recovery Act in 2016, which I
think helped lay the groundwork for
what we were able to achieve this Con-
gress with the passage of landmark
opioid legislation.

Of course, there were a historic num-
ber of judges we were able to confirm
during the first 2 years of the Trump
administration, culminating in not
one, but two outstanding additions to
the U.S. Supreme Court: Justices Neil
Gorsuch and Brett Kavanaugh.

But the biggest challenge we faced
this last year was the nomination of
now-Justice Kavanaugh—hands down.
Never in my experience has there been
a bill or a nomination for which every
single vote mattered more, and never
have I seen the dynamics change so
rapidly. The trajectory of the nomina-
tion fluctuated day by day, hour by
hour, and sometimes it seemed minute
by minute. As new press reports or ru-
mors circulated, the whip operation
worked overtime to make sure our col-
leagues had the most up-to-date infor-
mation and knew what was and what
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was not accurate. To refute one rumor
or accusation, my whip staff even had
to find copies of 30-year-old high school
yearbooks and go to the Library of
Congress to research drinking games. I
know it sounds silly, but sometimes
truth is stranger than fiction. The re-
search our whip staff put together
made the difference for some of our
colleagues in the homestretch.

Eventually, as we now know, after a
lot of hard work and long hours by an
awful lot of people, Judge Kavanaugh
was confirmed. But near-death experi-
ences can make life all that much more
sweet. So the difficulties we faced to-
gether on the Kavanaugh nomination
made his eventual confirmation all the
more satisfying.

Other highlights—the things I will
remember the most and am most proud
of—include the landmark bill we
passed to combat human trafficking.
The Justice for Victims of Human
Trafficking Act—after 4 weeks on the
Senate floor, thanks to Leader McCON-
NELL and his perseverance, that bill ul-
timately passed 99 to 0, and we should
be very proud of that.

Following the horrific shooting at
Sutherland Springs, TX, I introduced
legislation to strengthen the gaps in
the background check system for pur-
chasing firearms. Those gaps had al-
lowed a crazed shooter to cruelly take
innocent lives one Sunday morning at
a small Baptist Church outside of San
Antonio.

After we came together in a bipar-
tisan way to pass this bill, I returned
to Sutherland Springs. Being with
those families, the community, and
Pastor Frank Pomeroy—he and his
wife lost their daughter—and letting
them know we not only shared in their
grieving but we had acted together to
save lives by preventing future trage-
dies was one of the most gratifying mo-
ments I have experienced in the Sen-
ate. We couldn’t wipe away their tears,
but we could show the families that
their loss had not been in vain.

We have done a lot of other things
that—while they didn’t make the
front-page news—will greatly impact
the lives of Texans and all Americans.
We helped America become the energy
powerhouse we knew it could be—cre-
ating jobs along the way—by facili-
tating liquefied natural gas exports,
and we ended the export ban on crude
oil all together. These will have geo-
political consequences that will benefit
the entire planet.

We passed big bills, like the farm
bill, and smaller but impactful bills,
like occupational licensing reform, and
legislation that improved trade be-
tween Mexico and Canada.

Then came Hurricane Harvey, the
most extreme rain event in our Na-
tion’s history. It hit the Texas gulf
coast, and then after recovery was un-
dertaken, we had the monumental task
of putting together significant disaster
relief for Texas as part of a larger dis-
aster relief package that benefited
many parts of the Nation.
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Our job still isn’t over, but by link-
ing arms together, the Texas delega-
tion, which we call “Team Texas,”
worked with Governor Abbott and
other State and local leaders to get
them what was needed from the Fed-
eral Government so that people could
begin to put their lives back together.

As whip, one of the best parts of my
job was getting to know my colleagues
better. I learned to listen to them more
carefully. I learned that each of them
has personal goals, political needs, re-
gional interests, and philosophical
principles that influence their decision
making.

We share a lot in common, but each
of us is unique in mostly fascinating
but sometimes infuriating ways. Even
when you can’t convince someone your
position is the right one, you always
can learn from that interaction, and
that is valuable information that can
be used on the next tough vote.

I also learned a lot about the Senate
as an institution. What makes this in-
stitution so interesting are the men
and women who work here. We have
doctors, business men and women, and
farmers. Heaven knows, we have more
than enough lawyers. We have spouses,
parents, grandparents, great-grand-
parents. We come from different polit-
ical parties and different parts of the
country, but we share a common goal:
to do right for the people we are privi-
leged to represent and to make our
country a little bit better than when
we came.

We have very public arguments, but
we also get a lot accomplished in quiet-
er moments—over lunch, in the Senate
well, in the cloakroom, or sometimes
in the Senate gym. During those mo-
ments, what shines through is my over-
whelming impression of the intel-
ligence, the seriousness of purpose, and
the goodwill of the people who work
here. That instills in me confidence
that despite the swirling controversies
that seem to engulf us, the Senate, as
an institution, is strong. It is durable
and will continue long after we are
gone.

The late great Bob Bullock, who
served for many years as our State’s
Lieutenant Governor, participating in
Texas politics for most or about half of
the 20th century, used to say that there
are two types of politicians: those who
want to be someone and those who
want to do something. I will say that
in my experience, most people I inter-
act with here are of the latter persua-
sion. They want to do something good
for the American people.

I want to express my best wishes to
my friend, Senator THUNE, the senior
Senator from South Dakota, who is
taking over the whip job in January. I
have every confidence in his ability to
do the job, but I also confessed to him
it is not all sunshine and Ilollipops.
There will be long days and tough
votes. We have all heard the expression
that being the whip is like trying to
keep the bullfrogs in the wheelbarrow;
as soon as you get one in, another one
jumps out.
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But I look forward to continuing to
help Senator THUNE, the next whip, and
the conference and the Senate in any
way I can. He has my telephone num-
ber.

Of course, when you are whip—like
any job—you rely on your team mem-
bers. I couldn’t have gotten through
these 6 years without a lot of help.
First and foremost, I owe a tremendous
amount of gratitude to my mentor and
friend, Leader MCCONNELL. There is no
one in the country who has done more
to advance the conservative cause in
recent times than Senator MCCON-
NELL—no one. Robert Caro called LBJ
the Master of the Senate. I would like
to nominate another one: MITCH
McCONNELL.

Under MITCH’s leadership in the last 2
years alone, we have bolstered our Na-
tion’s economy, fixed our Tax Code,
and achieved real regulatory reform.
We have transformed our Judiciary,
improved veterans’ healthcare, and ad-
dressed critical public health needs
like the opioid crisis. And that doesn’t
even begin to scratch the surface.

We have certainly had our fair share
of nail-biters—I seem to remember a
certain debt ceiling vote, for example—
and those accomplishments I men-
tioned were not easy, given the slim
margins. But with Senator MCcCON-
NELL’s leadership and more than a few
prayers along the way, we did it to-
gether. I am proud of our record, and I
am grateful for his trust and con-
fidence.

Of course, we couldn’t have been suc-
cessful without a strong and reliable
team of deputy whips led by Senator
MIKE CRAPO. I leaned on my deputy
whip team regularly, and time and
again, they delivered. So to Senators
BLUNT, CAPITO, CRAPO, FISCHER, GARD-
NER, LANKFORD, PORTMAN, SCOTT,
TILLIS, and YOUNG, thank you.

I also want to thank my whip staff,
both current and former. This includes
John Chapuis, Sam Beaver, Noah
McCullough, Jody Hernandez, Emily
Kirlin, Jonny Slemrod, and my first
chief of staff, Russ Thomasson.

What has been so amazing to me is
how seamlessly my whip staff also
worked with my Texas official staff as
well. We all worked, literally, as one
team. I thank all of my Texas staff for
their contributions to our successes.

We all rely on our staffs around here
a great deal, and that is doubly true of
my entire staff over the last 6 years. I
have come to think of the whip oper-
ation as really an intelligence oper-
ation. These outstanding men and
women have been my eyes and ears.
They are all incredibly smart. They are
devoted and hard-working.

I say to all of them: Thank you for
everything you have done to serve the
conference and the Senate as a whole.

As whip, you are provided with a se-
curity detail comprised of Capitol Po-
lice officers. These men and women are
extraordinary professionals who have
become like family. Their work often
takes them away from their own fami-
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lies and friends as they travel around
the country and sometimes miss holi-
days and special occasions. They, like
all of the Capitol Police, keep the peo-
ple who work here and visit here safe.
We all appreciate what they do for us
each and every day.

Finally, I want to say a few words
about my chief of staff, Monica Popp,
who is the chief of staff of my whip of-
fice.

Monica is often the first person and
the last person on my staff I talk to
each day. If Beth Jafari, who is my
chief of staff in my Texas office, is the
glue that keeps our operation together
and operating at maximum efficiency,
Monica is the spark plug of the oper-
ation.

As impressive as her knowledge of
the Senate is and of how the U.S. Gov-
ernment functions, that is not what
sets her apart. She often, in her own
gentle but determined way, has pressed
me to make just one more call, to meet
just one more time with a colleague, or
to try just a little harder to nail down
the winning votes. She is exactly the
type of person you need to have in your
corner, but it is her sunny disposi-
tion—her optimism—that is infectious.
In addition to her extraordinary com-
petence, that makes her indispensable.

Monica is known for cultivating and
maintaining strong relationships not
only in the Senate but in the House
and in the executive branch. It is not
just limited to my party; some of her
closest colleagues work in the leader-
ship offices of our Democratic col-
leagues. The big bipartisan achieve-
ments I mentioned earlier could not
have happened without Monica and her
ability to lead a team and work across
the aisle. Part of the reason she is so
effective is she wants to know every-
thing. She even wants to know what
Members have for breakfast because
she knows how circumstances and
small events can sometimes provide in-
sight in unexpected ways.

Here is how our staff describes her:

‘‘She is a problem solver.”

“When you think you’re stuck, she’ll
find creative ways to get a solution.”

The most instructive, I think, is this:
“You want to be around her just to
learn.”

I couldn’t agree more.

To Monica, I say thank you. We
couldn’t have done it without you.

Even though I will no longer be serv-
ing as the majority whip, I am not
going anywhere. Believe me—serving 28
million Texans here in the Senate is a
big enough job for anyone. To borrow a
phrase from a great American leader,
our late President George Herbert
Walker Bush—he said: I am a Texan
and an American. What more can a
man ask for?

Indeed, it is an honor and a privilege
to represent the great people of Texas,
and I believe my time as whip has only
taught me to be a better representative
of my fellow Texans. As an elected
leader, I have learned that sometimes
you have to do things nobody else
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wants to do because they are con-
troversial or they are risky, but I stand
ready to continue to take risks and ac-
cept controversy in the pursuit of wor-
thy causes.

I close simply by saying it has been a
privilege to serve as the whip for
Texas, for the Republican conference,
and for the Senate.

Often, when I am introduced to audi-
ences here and at home, the intro-
ducers will refer to me as the No. 2 per-
son in the Senate. Occasionally, they
will call me the second most powerful
person in the Senate—obviously an ex-
aggeration. Yet I have never been quite
able to bring myself to correct them in
public if only to save them the embar-
rassment. Let me just say I will now
return to my previous life as the sec-
ond most powerful person in my house-
hold and to my continued service to
Texas and the world’s greatest delib-
erative body.

I yield the floor.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question occurs
on the confirmation of the Maguire
nomination.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Maguire nomi-
nation?

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President will be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action.

———————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to legislative session for a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

SENATE ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I rise
for a couple of moments in morning
business to pay tribute to the Senate
and what we have done this past year.
We think we are easing towards going
home. We think we are easing towards
finishing the year, and everybody is ex-
cited about that. We have talked about
a lot of things we haven’t done. Let’s
talk about what we have done, because
I think this has been the most success-
ful time I have had in Washington for
20 years.

As chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, we have had the best suc-
cess we have ever had for the most im-
portant people in the country we love—
our military in the United States of
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America. I want everybody to remem-
ber four things to take home that you
have done to see to it that our men and
women who fight for us and keep us
safe get treated the way they should
every day.

No. 1 is the VA MISSION Act.

After a number of years, when we
started moving towards a way to get
better appointments, better timing,
and better results for our veterans, we
finally came together with the VA
MISSION Act. We saw to it that if a
veteran needed health needs met, he
got them when he needed them, not
when it was convenient for him to get
them. If the VA couldn’t provide them,
the private sector could. He could go to
the private sector. We have done every-
thing we can to expand accessibility to
quality healthcare. Our vets are the
most important assets we have.

The second is the accountability bill.
For a lot of years, we saw on the front
pages of the newspapers that the VA
had done stupid things and that a lot of
VA employees had done stupid things.
The way they got corrected—the way
they got punished—was to be trans-
ferred to another VA office. We finally
passed a bill whereby if you don’t do
your job, if you hurt the people you are
there to protect—meaning our vets—
then you get fired. You have a 10-day
appeal, and then you are through. You
don’t get paid forever. You don’t get
moved. You don’t get switched around.
We make sure you have pure account-
ability. Because of that, the VA is
more responsive today than it has ever
been.

With that, we had to put in whistle-
blower protection to allow our vets
who find out something is going wrong
but who are afraid to say something to
have the protection that everybody has
with whistleblower laws we have
passed.

The third biggest problem we had and
the No. 1 headache we have is seeing to
it that veterans’ benefits are timely
and that they get a good appeal. The
timeliness in approving veterans’ ap-
plications for that had gone to as much
as a year and a half to 2 years before
they had gotten decisions. Now we
have better accountability with the
improved results we are seeing in giv-
ing our veterans their benefits and
their approvals in a more timely way.
I hope, before I leave the Senate, when-
ever that will be, we will get it down to
almost zero. They don’t get the luxury
of waiting when they are on the battle-
field. They have to pull and fight when
they are confronted. So we need to
make sure they get that benefit today.

Lastly and most importantly, as we
have said, our veterans are our most
important people. We now have the
Agency focused in the right direction.
We have a good Secretary in Secretary
Wilkie. We have a good focus in what
we are doing, and we have passed the
types of acts that are necessary to get
a bureaucracy to become a responsible
organization. We have seen to it that
the benefits we are supposed to protect

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

are not only protected but are deliv-
ered as well.

Thank you for the time I have been
given to address the Senate. I hope all
of us go home and remember that our
most important people are our vet-
erans. Also remember what each of you
has done in passing these improve-
ments—seeing to it that the GI bill is
now permanent for everybody in that
there are no more caps on their time;
seeing to it that veterans in the Re-
serves and veterans on Active Duty are
treated the same; and seeing to it that
we have accountability and benefits for
our veterans so no one is left behind
and so the United States of America
will continue to be the greatest coun-
try on the face of this Earth.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
H.R. 299

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague and friend Senator
ISAKSON, as well as the ranking mem-
ber, Senator TESTER, for their leader-
ship on the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee in this past session. I have been
proud and honored to work with them,
and I look forward to doing so in the
next Congress on issues so important
and challenging. We have a responsi-
bility to meet the needs of our vet-
erans.

In that spirit, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of H.R. 299, the Blue Water
Navy Vietnam Veterans Act of 2017,
and that the Senate proceed to its im-
mediate consideration; that the bill be
considered read a third time and
passed; and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table with no intervening action or
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, my apologies to
those on the floor who wish to speak.
We have spoken a couple of times
about this on the floor. I want to do it
one more time.

I appreciate the motion by the gen-
tleman who had been my ranking mem-
ber on the committee for 2 years before
this current session of the Senate. The
blue water Navy has been an issue that
has been controversial. It has almost
been passed a few times, and it has
been defeated a number of times.

Our veterans, today, who served in
Vietnam and who have ended up con-
tracting cancer—non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma and things like that—do not
have the luxury of presumption of
cause on their service in Vietnam un-
less they served on the land. If they
served on the land in the battlefield,
they get the benefit, but if they served
at sea, where most of this napalm and
all of the other agents were delivered—
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on those ships—they don’t have that
benefit.

The VA Dbifurcated a benefit of
healthcare to our veterans—many of
whom contracted cancer and many of
whom have died—and said: If you are
on the land, you get it. If you are on
the sea, we will not let you have it.

It is the wrong thing to do. No vet-
eran who served on the land is more
important or less important than the
one who served at sea. We have a
chance to do this, and we ought to do
it. I am going to vote in favor of adopt-
ing the motion by the gentleman from
Connecticut.

Let me just say one other thing.
There is a letter floating around about
the cost of this and about the cost esti-
mates we had. We got a new cost esti-
mate yesterday after our having spent
years in the committee trying to get a
better cost estimate. We got one yes-
terday that was higher than the day
before. I don’t know what its credi-
bility is. I am not going to cast asper-
sions on the credibility of the CBS. Ob-
viously, nothing should surpass a
promise we have made for healthcare
coverage to our veterans that they are
not getting. That is what we owe to
them, and I hope everybody will vote
to support the blue water Navy benefit
with regard to the motion by the Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I have great respect
for my distinguished friends and col-
leagues, including my colleagues from
Connecticut and from Georgia. I will
also add that there is no doubt that all
of us owe a great debt of gratitude to
the brave men and women who fought
and served in the Vietnam war. There
is no question that they endured un-
speakable hardships there and, of
course, for many decades following
their service.

For some, one of these hardships in-
volved exposure to Agent Orange. This
very potent chemical was widely used
by the U.S. military during the Viet-
nam war as part of its herbicidal war-
fare program, and it has proven to have
been something that has caused major
health problems for the service men
and women who were exposed to it. So
Congress passed the Agent Orange Act
of 1991 to provide health benefits for
those servicemembers who were af-
fected by it.

The act presumes the service connec-
tion for diseases caused by herbicides
for Active military, naval, or air serv-
icemembers when, and only when,
there is scientific and medical evidence
to support it.

In 2002, the VA removed the blue
water Navy veterans from the pre-
sumption of exposure, as they had
looked at the data repeatedly under
multiple administrations and had not
found evidence to grant the presump-
tion.

The bill now under consideration
would restore this presumption to the
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blue water Navy veterans, but pru-
dence demands that we wait until we
have more complete information and
evidence to make this presumption. In
fact, previous studies have lumped all
the branches of the services together
into their analyses or they focused
solely on the Army. In other words,
they failed to differentiate between
those who were Active on the ground
and those who were serving on ships
miles offshore.

Now we have a chance to get that
precise data. The VA is currently un-
dertaking a study, slotted to be re-
leased in the early months of 2019, that
examines the myriad of health factors
in Vietnam veterans and specifically
includes a subsample of blue water
Navy veterans.

It is only right and only reasonable
that Congress should examine this
study before making any presumption
of a service connection for all blue
water Navy veterans from this war.
The brave men and women who have
sacrificed so much for our country
should undoubtedly get the medical
care they need in connection with their
service.

As Members of this body, it is also
our duty to ensure it is done in a pru-
dent and proper way, with all the rel-
evant information available to us. Our
veterans deserve no less, and it is for
this reason that I have concerns with
it.

I have received calls from Secretary
Wilkie and from four previous VA Sec-
retaries, all of whom have said consist-
ently that the VA has been strapped
with difficulties in recent years. We
have to make sure the VA has the tools
it needs to offer the services it needs to
offer to our veterans. Doing something
that would offset that, as these VA
Secretaries have concluded, would be
unwise. On that basis, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 1
greatly respect my colleague from
Utah, and I thank our friend from
Georgia for his positive remarks on
this topic, but more than words are
necessary; we need action. We need dol-
lars and cents to brave Americans who
undertook to serve this country, who
risked their lives, and who have suf-
fered for years and years from the se-
vere health effects of their contact
with Agent Orange and other toxins on
the battlefield. They deserve the same
benefits as their comrades who served
on land. They served in the territorial
waters. Year after year they have been
denied simple justice—action that ful-
fills our obligation to them. I greatly
respect the words, the rhetoric, the
pledges, but asking them to wait denies
them justice.

There is an adage we quote fre-
quently: Justice delayed is justice de-
nied. That maxim has particular force
here because these veterans, very sim-
ply, are passing away. They will be de-
nied the benefits they are owed by this
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Nation. They will be deprived of the
just compensation for injuries they re-
ceived, like their fellow veterans who
served boots on the ground on land, if
they are not compensated for the inju-
ries they received when they served in
those territorial waters off Vietnam.

This measure has been brought to the
floor before. Last week, I joined my
colleagues Senators TESTER, GILLI-
BRAND, DAINES, and BROWN to demand
that simple justice for blue water Navy
veterans. Today I am joined by Senator
BALDWIN of Wisconsin, my very distin-
guished colleague and friend, to whom
I will yield shortly.

Our calls to unanimously pass H.R.
299 were blocked, and that is why we
are back here again. In these closing
hours of this session, we have the op-
portunity and obligation to do right by
those veterans and to follow our words
by our actions. Today the Senate has
another chance, even in these last
hours, to right a wrong.

Currently, the VA gives the benefit
of the doubt to some veterans who have
been exposed to toxic substances but
not to others. Despite the fact that de-
foliants were indiscriminately used,
only some of those veterans who were
affected by them—those veterans suf-
fering from cancer and skin disease and
other aftereffects—are eligible for
healthcare and benefits to address the
health effects of their exposure.

Others, like Gerry Wright of Con-
necticut, are forced to shoulder the
burden of proving they are suffering
from this toxic exposure.

I ask my colleagues to reconsider
their opposition. I ask them to think
about the veterans of their own States
who suffer from these kinds of diseases.
I ask them to consider men and women
like Eugene Clarke of Redding, CT. Be-
cause of his experience in Vietnam, he
has spent most of his years fighting on
behalf of veterans who served there and
veterans who served in Korea in the
1960s. He has been a champion. His ad-
vocacy, backed by strong support from
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, shine a
light on these problems.

Today only veterans who were served
on the Korean DMZ, from April 1968
through August 1971, are eligible for
presumption, despite the fact that from
1966 through 1969, about 55,000 service-
members were sent to Korea each year.

Mr. Clarke was instrumental in pro-
viding evidence that defoliants were
sprayed during testing prior to 1968.
His efforts have inspired me and my
colleagues to introduce the Fairness
for Korean DMZ Veterans Act. He is a
veteran of that experience. He has
fought for the Korean veterans, but he
has also added his weight in support of
the Vietnam veterans who served after
he did.

Two years ago, I pledged to Mr.
Clarke that I would fight as long and
as hard as possible to make sure vet-
erans who served in the Korean DMZ
receive compensation and healthcare if
they suffer from agent orange-linked
illnesses. I am here today because of
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him, because of Korean War veterans,
and because of Korean veterans who
served in the DMZ.

I ask my colleagues to reconsider
their opposition. In the limited number
of days left in the 115th Congress, we
have this important opportunity. We
have this tremendous opportunity for
anybody who cares about not only the
veterans of Vietnam but also their de-
scendants by extending healthcare, vo-
cational training and rehabilitation, as
well as providing a monetary allowance
to children suffering from  the
aftereffects through their parents.

I ask my colleagues to do the right
thing.

I yield to my colleague from Wis-
consin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to ask the Senate to come to-
gether and do the right thing for our
veterans by passing the blue water
Navy legislation. I thank my colleague
from Connecticut for his leadership,
and I join him in appreciating the re-
marks of the Senator from Georgia in
support of advancing this legislation in
the final days of this session.

As a result of the VA changing its
policy, Vietnam blue water Navy vet-
erans have to meet higher burdens of
proof to receive healthcare and dis-
ability benefits that they earned due to
their exposure to Agent Orange.

I have heard from many veterans and
their families from across Wisconsin
asking that the Senate pass this bill
because they don’t have any more time
to wait.

A veteran’s family from Reedsburg,
WI, wrote to me. They wrote:

Senator Baldwin, my brother-in-law did
three tours off the coast of Vietnam on an
ammunition ship. He has contracted brain
cancer, lung cancer, diabetes and hearing
loss. We have submitted a request for com-
pensation for these ailments. All requests
have been denied and we are still appealing.
This House bill passed unanimously and now
languishes in the Senate. My brother-in-law
is in hospice with limited time remaining.
Please pass this legislation.

I heard from a veteran
Stetsonville, WI. He said:

I served in the U.S. Navy and spent 1966
aboard the USS Intrepid as a gun fire
controlman. I have been diagnosed with
stage 4 non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma and large
hairy cell leukemia. The lymphoma is cur-
rently in remission, but the leukemia is un-
treatable.

On August 10, 2018, I had open-heart quin-
tuple-bypass surgery as well. My children
and grandchildren are suffering from my ex-
posure to the dioxins found in Agent Orange
which polluted the waters of the Tonkin
Gulf. Please get the VA to do its job of car-
ing for, treating, and recognizing the service-
connected disability of the many Navy vets
now suffering.

The money for this care was originally pro-
vided for, prior to 1991, when the VA arbi-
trarily disallowed the gulf sailors. It is time
to correct this breach of promise to care for
our veterans, and I am asking for your help
in getting the Blue Water Navy bill passed in
the Senate, as it was unanimously passed in
the House.

from
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I am disappointed that Senator
BLUMENTHAL’S request to pass this bill
was just objected to by my colleague
from Utah. Some of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have argued
that we can’t afford the cost of this
legislation, but I heard no such objec-
tions when those same colleagues voted
for a very partisan tax bill that gave
huge tax breaks to the largest corpora-
tions and added $1.9 trillion to our Na-
tion’s debt. Now, when it comes to
doing right by our Vietnam veterans
who served this country and are now
dying from their illnesses, we don’t
have the money to spend to help get
them better or to help give their fami-
lies a little more time with them. That
is simply wrong.

How much is it costing blue water
Navy veterans who are trying to beat
cancer? How much is it costing their
caregivers who quit their jobs in order
to take care of them? We have a moral
obligation to fix this, and we have the
opportunity to get this done right now.

These veterans fought for us and are
dying from their service-connected ill-
nesses. It is past time to do the right
thing and pass this bill. We need to do
it now, and we should not leave town
until it is done.

Thank you.

I yield back to Senator BLUMENTHAL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President,
in closing, I am grateful to my col-
league from Wisconsin and my col-
leagues across the aisle. This measure
was bipartisan. It was passed unani-
mously in the House of Representa-
tives. It should be unanimous here. The
money is not a problem. The money is
there. The predictions about out-
landish possible financial exposure are
simply products of fantasy. I know my
Republican colleagues almost unani-
mously on the other side of the aisle
understand that simple fact. But even
if the costs were higher than they are
projected to be, we have an obligation
to do the right thing. We have a moral
duty to make sure we fulfill our prom-
ise.

I know the Presiding Officer has been
a strong advocate for our veterans. I
know my fellow members on the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee join me in
this belief.

The costs of this program are the
costs of war. They are the costs of
keeping our troops on the DMZ in
Korea. They are the costs of having
sent them to Vietnam. They are the
costs of sending our troops to Iraq and
Afghanistan, and this measure would
provide a study of the possible effects
in terms of their health from those
kinds of poisonous and toxic exposures.
The modern battlefield is filled with
toxins and poisons, and the injuries
that result from them are the costs of
war. We need to recognize that fact and
refuse, absolutely reject the possibility
that we will continue to delay even
longer the justice these men and
women deserve.
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I can pledge to my colleagues that if
we fail to do it this session, we will be
back again next session. The costs to
our conscience, if not to our budget,
will rise in the meantime.

I am pleased to call on my very dis-
tinguished colleague and military vet-
eran from Illinois, Senator DUCKWORTH.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Connecticut.

Right now, tens of thousands of
American heroes are suffering and even
dying while some folks in government
are looking the other way, refusing to
heed their calls for help. Our blue
water veterans answered the call when
their Nation needed them in the thick
of the Vietnam war. They left their
loved ones, boarded ships, fought the
Viet Cong, and risked their lives hour
after hour, day after day, in service to
the country they love.

We made a promise to them: Fight
for us overseas, and we will fight for
you when you get back home. When
you step back on U.S. soil, we will ban-
dage the wounds you earned in combat,
making sure you never feel you sac-
rificed in vain.

I am ashamed to say that promise
has been broken. For decades now, our
government has refused to give them
the healthcare and disability benefits
needed to treat diseases linked to
Agent Orange exposure despite the fact
that they serviced the very aircraft
that sprayed and spread the chemical.
Despite that they breathed in the air
and brushed their teeth with water
that was likely laced with the poison,
they have not been given the
healthcare they need.

Those same healthcare benefits have
been extended to other troops who
fought in the same war during the
same years, but because these blue
water veterans fought the enemy on
the water rather than on Vietnam soil
itself, our government won’t lift a fin-
ger to stop their suffering. Tell me that
is fair. Tell me that makes a shred of
sense. Tell me that our Nation should
abandon the heroes who risked their
lives for the rest of us, that we should
leave them to die from cancer or heart
disease or the litany of other diseases
we know this chemical causes.

Look, I have also gone to war, and
just as those Americans lost their
health, I was wounded for this country.
But from the moment I woke up in
Walter Reed, I knew that the VA would
give me the care I needed to recover.
These nearly 90 thousand veterans de-
serve the same. It is long past time we
pass legislation ensuring that these he-
roes are not left in pain.

Unfortunately, legislation that would
recognize their sacrifice suffered a set-
back last week, but with the time re-
maining in this Congress, we still have
the chance to make those veterans
whole, to do the right thing, the obvi-
ous thing, the American thing.

To every one of my fellow Senators,
please, if we actually want to honor
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their service, we can’t just give them
an ovation on Veterans Day; we need to
take action to help them lead full,
healthy lives every other day of the
year too. Right now, that means join-
ing me in working to pass the Blue
Water Navy Veterans Act before even
one more hero dies a preventable death
on our watch. It is the right thing to
do.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
wish to close by thanking my col-
leagues, Senator DUCKWORTH and Sen-
ator BALDWIN, and say that I would
like to end this session on a positive
note. I am going to be proud to yield to
one of my very good friends and one of
our most distinguished colleagues, Sen-
ator SHELBY from Alabama, who has
done such important work on appro-
priations and our budget. I thank him
for it.

I hope that in the next session, this
great body will see it in its heart, as
well as mind and conscience, to do the
right thing—not sometime in the next
2 years but in the first days and weeks
so that these veterans have simple jus-
tice. I will champion it. I know col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
will join us, and we can get it done. We
must.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

———

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HATCH

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I wish
to start here this morning by thanking
my good friend, Senator ORRIN HATCH,
who happens to be in the Chamber, for
his more than four decades of service in
the U.S. Senate. We have served to-
gether in the Senate for 32 years; he
was here before then.

I remember that Senator HATCH was
first elected to the Senate in 1976 when
I was still serving in the Alabama
State Senate. This was his first run for
public office but more to come.

Senator HATCH, as we know, is the
longest serving Republican Senator in
U.S. history. He is one of only two sit-
ting U.S. Senators to have served dur-
ing the Presidency of Gerald Ford. He
is one of only two remaining Repub-
lican U.S. Senators who served during
the Presidency of Jimmy Carter.

Senator HATCH, as we all know,
serves currently as the President pro
tempore of the U.S. Senate—one of the
highest honors in the Senate. He has
chaired three Senate class A commit-
tees during his tenure in the Senate,
including the Finance Committee, of
which he is currently the chairman. He
has chaired with distinction the Judici-
ary Committee and the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions.

Some of his major accomplish-
ments—these are just a few—include
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passage of the historic progrowth, mid-
dle-class tax reform, the most signifi-
cant tax reform in a generation. His ac-
complishments also include confirma-
tion right here in the Senate of con-
servative judges to the Federal bench—
hundreds and hundreds—including
playing an instrumental role in the
confirmation of Supreme Court Jus-
tices Antonin Scalia, Clarence Thomas,
Samuel Alito, and Brett Kavanaugh, as
well as, as I said, scores, if not hun-
dreds, of district and circuit court
judges.

One of Senator HATCH’s particularly
noteworthy achievements, among oth-
ers, on the Judiciary Committee is the
Religious Freedom Restoration Act of
1993, a bill he authored and cosponsored
with the late Senator Ted Kennedy. It
was landmark legislation allowing
Americans to live, to work, and to wor-
ship in accordance with their beliefs.

Senator HATCH’s reputation as a
statesman and his record of fiscal re-
sponsibility even earned him the nick-
name ‘“Mr. Balanced Budget” from
President Reagan.

Senator HATCH is also widely known
for his musical career and film appear-
ances. He plays the violin, the piano,
and the organ. Think of the talent this
man has.

Senator HATCH and his wife, Elaine,
have been married for more than 50
years. They have 6 children, 23 grand-
children, and many  great-grand-
children. Think of a lifetime achieve-
ment, and he has, I believe, many years
left.

He will be truly missed here in the
Senate, and I wish him all the best in
the next chapter of his life.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
FIRST STEP ACT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today is a good day for representative
government, it is a good day for the
taxpayers, and it is a good day for safe
streets and strong families. It is also a
good day to emphasize that many
times Congress acts in a bipartisan
way, and probably not enough so we
get credit for it. But last night, one of
these bipartisan pieces of legislation
passed by a vote of 87 to 12. That hap-
pened when the Senate adopted the
FIRST STEP Act.

Today, the House is expected to send
it to the President, who is waiting with
a pen in hand to enact once-in-a-gen-
eration criminal justice reform. I am
confident that the President is ready
to do that because I attended the news
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conference about 5 weeks ago when he
endorsed this legislation.

The FIRST STEP Act will help keep
our streets safe, and it offers a fresh
start to those who put in the work
when they were in prison to get right
with the law while paying their debt to
society. It also addresses unfairness in
prison sentencing and revises policies
that have led to overcrowded prisons
and, of course, ballooning taxpayer ex-
penses.

Several decades ago, Congress passed
well-intentioned laws imposing harsh
mandatory sentences to stop the flow
of drugs into our communities, and it
happened that I voted for those laws,
but they have also had some unin-
tended consequences. Our prison popu-
lation has exploded, and the taxpayers’
burden to house inmates has followed
suit. Today, taxpayers pay more than
$7 billion a year on our Federal prison
population; however, despite that high
cost, nearly half the inmates released
today are rearrested.

As a member of the Senate Judiciary
Committee for the last 38 years, I con-
sider myself—then and now—a law-and-
order Republican. I am also a taxpayer
watchdog, and I believe in the redemp-
tive power of rehabilitation. So in 2015,
I began to take a closer look at our
prison and sentencing laws. We needed
to make the system work better for the
taxpayers, help law enforcement fight
crime, and put a stopper in the revolv-
ing prison door. I was led to that effort
by the efforts of Senator LEE and Sen-
ator DURBIN, who had been working on
similar legislation for probably 3 to 4
years before my entry into this debate.

Several States across the country
have developed these education, treat-
ment, and training programs. The re-
sult has been a significant decline in
recidivism. This means fewer crimes,
fewer victims, and fewer tax dollars
spent housing inmates.

The FIRST STEP Act is carefully
crafted to provide opportunities at re-
demption for low-risk inmates, while
ensuring that dangerous and career
criminals stay behind bars. It does this
through a multilayer system that fil-
ters out dangerous criminals and those
likely to commit new crimes.

The bill rewards those who take per-
sonal responsibility for their mistakes
and want to put in the time and will
put in the time and effort to turn their
lives around.

It improves fairness in sentencing
while preserving important law en-
forcement tools.

It reduces some mandatory minimum
sentences, but it also expands their ap-
plication to include violent felons.

It grants judges additional discretion
to sentence low-level, nonviolent of-
fenders to less lengthy sentences as
long as they fully cooperate with law
enforcement. Finally, it eliminates the
disparity in sentences for crack and
powder cocaine offenses, which dis-
proportionately impacts communities
of color.

Passing these reforms has been a
team effort years in the making. It
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couldn’t have been done without the
stalwart commitment by a somewhat
unlikely cadre of colleagues and advo-
cates. We have had to compromise to
make this possible, to seek to under-
stand the other’s points of view. In so
doing, I think we made the bill better,
and we accomplished something of his-
toric significance that will reduce
crime, make our system more just, and
improve lives for generations to come.

Senators DURBIN and LEE, as I pre-
viously stated, were instrumental in
this effort. Their interest in criminal
justice reform dates back beyond my
getting involved in it in 2014. The exact
date, I don’t know, but probably after
Senators LEE and DURBIN joined hands,
probably soon after Senator LEE came
to the Senate. Their efforts inspired
the Senate to take a fresh look at our
sentencing and prison laws.

Senator GRAHAM, the incoming chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, Sen-
ator CORNYN, and Senator WHITEHOUSE
have also been with us since the very
beginning of this effort.

Senators BOOKER and ScCOTT both
share a passion for criminal justice re-
form and have been vocal advocates,
shining a light on the shortcomings
and societal impact of our current sys-
tem.

Credit is also due to our House col-
leagues—Chairman GOODLATTE, Rank-
ing Member NADLER, and Congressmen
COLLINS and JEFFRIES, who introduced
the FIRST STEP Act in the House. And
thanks to Speaker RYAN for his support
and pledge to bring this to the House
floor so quickly.

At every step along the way, we have
stuck together. We pitched this bill to
our colleagues and made changes based
on their suggestions. We also relied on
input and expertise from a variety of
groups from across the political spec-
trum. In the end, this campaign earned
the support of several top law enforce-
ment and tough-on-crime champions,
such as President Trump.

I think it is important to acknowl-
edge the President’s leadership on this
issue. When he got involved, he closed
the deal, and we got this done. He was
helped in that effort by Jared Kushner.
Early in President Trump’s adminis-
tration, I happened to be in the Oval
Office of the new President. Jared
Kushner was there, and we discussed
taking up criminal justice reform. I
just asked him if he was interested in
it. I wanted to give him a phone call, so
we had that phone call. He took the
issue and ran with it and helped find a
way forward to accomplish something
previous administrations had tried and
failed to do. Brooke Rollins and Ja’Ron
Smith at the White House were also in-
strumental in this effort, working with
Jared Kushner.

I would also like to thank the major-
ity leader for staying true to his word
and bringing this bill to the floor when
we demonstrated the support for our
effort that he demanded. In the end, I
appreciated his vote for this bill.

Thanks also is due to the Senate
floor staff on both sides of the aisle
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who helped us successfully navigate
the bill to final passage.

I want to thank my Senate staff, who
helped make this possible. Bipartisan
compromise is not for the faint of
heart, and they have stayed true to the
commitment that Senator DURBIN and
I made to each other to move forward
step-by-step in complete agreement
about the path we should take and the
path we had to take.

I would like to thank my Judiciary
Committee staff director, Kolan Davis.
Kolan’s steady hand and sound judg-
ment improves everything he is in-
volved in. I value his counsel today,
just as I have for the last 33 years.

By my side today is Aaron Cum-
mings, my chief Constitution counsel
and crime counsel. He led the effort to
negotiate this bipartisan deal in my of-
fice and worked hard to see it through
and to organize a vast coalition of sup-
port. Of course, he also worked closely
with other committee staff members in
that direction.

I would also like to thank Brian
Simonsen for his diligent work on this
important bill.

Our Department of Justice detailees
to the Judiciary Committee, Tom Sul-
livan and Erin Creegan, provided very
good technical advice.

My sincere thanks also goes to my
talented communications team—Tay-
lor Foy, Judiciary Committee commu-
nications director, and George Hart-
mann, Judiciary Committee press sec-
retary, as well as Michael Zona—for
their dedication to this effort and their
successful campaign to educate and
persuade so many to support this bill.

I am also thankful for my personal
office staff, led by my chief of staff,
Jill Kozeny. Jill has been my trusted
adviser for over 30 years. She is leaving
my staff, and I will be sad to see her
g0. She has been an exceptional leader,
solving problems that I didn’t even
know I had, and she has done it all
with matchless grace and what I like
to call Towa nice.

I am also grateful to Jennifer Heins,
who keeps me on track and provides
sound strategic advice.

Their contributions and those of
every staffer who was part of this ef-
fort have been invaluable.

I would like to thank Senator DUR-
BIN’s staff, particularly his chief coun-
sel, Joe Zogby, and his counsel, Rachel
Rossi. Working with my staff, the
White House, and others, they must
have helped us close the deal more
than a dozen times. That is an exam-
ple—maybe it is 10 times; maybe it is
20 times. But closing deals many times
is what it takes to get to the biparti-
sanship that it took to get 87 votes on
this bill. Of course, in the end, their
dedication—and that includes cre-
ativity and every effort they could put
forth—got the job done.

I want to give particular thanks to
the law enforcement groups whose sup-
port and input were key to the bill’s
success, including the Fraternal Order
of Police, the International Associa-
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tion of Chiefs of Police, the National
Organization of Black Law Enforce-
ment Executives, the National District
Attorneys Association, the Association
of Prosecuting Attorneys, and Law En-
forcement Leaders.

I am getting to the end. I would also
like to thank the groups that made
this effort possible. A diverse group
and broad coalition of other groups,
from the ACLU to the American Con-
servative Union, supported this bill. I
can’t list all the groups that offered
their key support, but they include
FreedomWorks, Justice Action Net-
work, Americans for Tax Reform, Her-
itage Action, the Due Process Insti-
tute, Faith & Freedom Coalition, R
Street, Right on Crime, Texas Public
Policy Foundation, Prison Fellowship,
and members of the Interfaith Crimi-
nal Justice Coalition.

To treat everybody fairly, I ask
unanimous consent that a complete
list of support be printed for the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

The Heritage Foundation; American Enter-
prise Institute; Right on Crime; Americans
for Tax Reform; FreedomWorks; Independent
Women’s Forum; ALEC Action; Bridges to
Life; Calvert Institute for Policy Research;
American Conservative Union; Common-
wealth Foundation; Faith and Freedom Coa-
lition; The James Madison Institute; Florida
Tax Watch; Pelican Institute; R Street Insti-
tute; Rio Grande Foundation; Texas Public
Policy Foundation; Fraternal Order of Po-
lice.

International Association of Chiefs of Po-
lice; International Union of Police Associa-
tion AFL-CIO; National District Attorney’s
Association; Sixty Sheriff’s Letter—Led by
Sheriff Hodgson of Bristol County, Mary-
land; National Organization of Black Law
Enforcement Executives; Law Enforcement
Leaders to Reduce Crime & Incarceration;
Jackson County Sheriff’s Department, Kan-
sas; Rockingham County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment, North Carolina; Families Against
Mandatory Minimums; Center for American
Progress; Prison Fellowship; #cutb0; Latinos
for Tennessee; Bernice King; 2000 Faith Lead-
ers Letter of Support; Brother Franklin Gra-
ham.

Pastor Paula White; Pastor Jentezen
Franklin; Pastor Jack Graham; Alveda King;
Pastor Darrell Scott; Rabbinical Alliance of
America; Skvere Community; Young Israel;
Satmar Community; Catholic Charities USA;
The Kairos Group; Move the Earth Min-
istries; Aleph Institute; Christian Commu-
nity Development Association; City Gate
Network.

Council for Christian Colleges & Univer-
sities; National Association of Evangelicals;
National Hispanic Christian Leadership Con-
ference; Kingdom Mission Society; National
Latino Evangelical Coalition; Louisiana
Family Forum; Southern Baptist Ethics &
Religious Liberty Commission; American
Bus Association; American Clergy Network;
American Correctional Association; Amer-
ican Jail Association; Association of Pros-
ecuting Attorneys; Association of State Cor-
rections Administrators; Baltimore Ravens;
Bread for the World.

CAN-DO Foundation; Circle of Protection;
Citygate Network; Douglass Leadership In-
stitute; Due Process Institute; Evangelical
Lutheran Church in America; Flikshop;
Friends Committee on National Legislation;
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Institute for Prison Ministries; International
Community of Corrections Associations;
Fairness, Dignity & Respect for Crime Vic-
tims & Survivors; Crime Survivors for Safety
and Justice; Just Detention; Justice and Se-
rious Mental Illness; Lifted from the Rut.

National Conference of State Legislatures;
National Criminal Justice Association; Na-
tional Governors Association; National In-
carceration Association; Progressive Na-
tional Baptist Convention; Returning Home;
Samuel DeWitt Proctor Conference; Society
of St. Vincent de Paul; Sojourners; The Epis-
copal Church; The Sentencing Project; U.S.
Conference of Mayors; U.S. Conference of
Catholic Bishops; Valor Village Foundation;
Wesleyan Church.

US Chamber of Commerce; Business
Roundtable; National Retail Federation; The
Associated General Contractors of America;
Associated Builders & Contractors; National
Association of Homebuilders; National Elec-
trical Contractors Association; Job Creators
Network; National Restaurant Association;
Asian American Hotel Owners Association;
Small Business & Entrepreneurship Council;
National Association of Broadcasters;
Plumbing-Heating-Cooling Contractors Asso-
ciation; National Grocers Association; Inter-
national Franchise Association; U.S. Black
Chamber of Commerce.

Justice Action Network; (Alliance of Auto-
mobile Manufacturers; National Association
of Home Builders; U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce; Arizona Free Enterprise Club; Connie
Wilhelm, CEO, Home Builders Association of
Central Arizona; Don Finkel, CEO, American
OEM; Gene Barr, President & CEO, Pennsyl-
vania Chamber of Business & Industry; Guy
Ciarrocchi, President, Chester County Cham-
ber; Kalamazoo Probation Enhancement Pro-
gram; Kansas Chamber of Commerce; Kevin
Schmidt, Executive Director, Ohio Cast Met-
als Association; Lincoln Trail Home Build-
ers; Louisiana Association of Business and
Industry; Matt Smith, President, Greater
Pittsburgh Chamber of Commerce; Michigan
Association for Community Corrections Ad-
vancement; Saginaw County Chamber of
Commerce); National Football League; FOX;
US Travel Association; Realtors; The GEO
Group, Inc.; National Association of Manu-
facturers.

Mr. GRASSLEY. This was a com-
bined effort, one on a scale not often
seen in Washington these days. I am
grateful for everyone’s work to bring
about these historic reforms. Together,
we have taken steps to reduce crime
and recidivism, to strengthen faith and
fairness in the criminal justice system,
and to signal to those willing to make
amends that redemption is within their
reach. Together, we have taken an im-
portant step to live up to the commit-
ment we make every time we pledge al-
legiance to the flag of the United
States: to provide liberty and justice
for all.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
HYDE-SMITH). The
cratic leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, let
me first say how grateful I am to Sen-
ator GRASSLEY for his friendship, No.
1., and his leadership, No. 2. It has been
one of the highlights of my Senate ex-
perience to work with him on this bill.
We trust one another. It reached a
point where he said: I am not going to
make a big decision unless you tell me
it is all right, and I hope you will feel
the same way when it comes to deci-
sions affecting me. And I did, and it

(Mrs.
assistant Demo-
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paid off because we came to trust one
another. We worked together to reach
a point last night where we passed a
bill which I think will be judged in a
positive way in the history of our coun-
try.

I might add that Senator MIKE LEE of
Utah was an early ally in this effort,
but our team wasn’t putting together a
winning record until CHUCK GRASSLEY
joined the squad—not only joined it
but led it. Then we brought in CORY
BOOKER, who was a valuable spokes-
person and ally when it came to bring-
ing groups together on the left and in
the center to achieve this bill. Last
night, the four of us celebrated a vic-
tory. But the victory was not ours; it
was a victory for the American people
and for those who want to make sure
we have a just system when it comes to
criminal law and prison terms that fol-
low from those convicted.

For those three Senators who joined
me, I can’t thank you enough. I really
hope we can get the band back together
sometime for another issue. Maybe it is
the second step. Whatever it is, I would
like to continue to work with this
group and expand it to those who would
like to be part of our effort.

I think we showed something last
night that most American people
wouldn’t believe: that a bipartisan
group of Senators from across the po-
litical spectrum could tackle one of the
toughest political issues of our day; as-
semble an array of support—Ileft, right,
and center—from Members of the Sen-
ate, as well as organizations devoted to
law enforcement and civil rights; and
at the end of it, have something we all
felt was a fair product to send over to
the House, which I hope will act on this
very quickly.

I will say a few words about how we
reached that point in a moment, but I
want to take time now, as Senator
GRASSLEY has, to honor the staff of my
office, who have done such an excep-
tional job to bring us to this moment.

Joe Zogby. Joe has been my chief
counsel for several years now. For 6
years, he has worked tirelessly to get
this legislation through the Senate—
and I mean tirelessly. He fielded calls
to negotiate the provisions of this bill
at the same time he was coaching his
sons in baseball and trying to take care
of his family responsibility. Joe was
available every hour of the day and
night.

A special word of thanks to his wife,
Lamece Baligh, and their sons, James,
Elias, and Luke. I want to apologize to
them for taking their dad away so
many times for lengthy conversations,
but we would never have reached suc-
cess last night without that input from
their father and husband.

This win would not have happened
without the dogged determination of
Joe Zogby. He is a rabid Phillies fan, so
he is always looking forward to the
next season and the next victory. Last
night, finally, we won the World Series
and passed this bill on the floor of the
Senate.
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No matter what assignment I give to
Joe Zogby, whether it is the most tech-
nical, difficult, and challenging immi-
gration issues or coming up with a new
system of criminal justice or improve-
ments to our system criminal justice,
he always rises to the occasion. I am
truly blessed to have him as my chief
counsel. I may get the headlines, but,
believe me, Joe Zogby deserves the
credit.

By his side was Rachel Rossi. Rachel
is a detailee to our office. She comes
from the public defender’s office. She
told me this morning that they had
warned her ahead of time this was
probably going to be a pretty lack-
luster and boring experience, and noth-
ing serious was going to be considered
or passed during the time she was a
detailee. Well, quite the opposite was
true. She was here to be an integral
part of the construction of this legisla-
tion and its passage. She is leaving as
detailee at the end of the year, and I
am going to miss her. While she will be
missed, she is leaving our office on the
highest possible note.

Rachel, I wish you the best. You were
an important part of the legislation
that passed last night.

Stephanie Trifone is our office coun-
sel. She is involved in every issue that
goes through the Senate Judiciary
Committee. She played a supporting
role to ensure that the bill was prop-
erly written and fielded countless calls
and emails to keep our Senate staff and
other staff well informed. She has been
a steady hand, and we needed her every
step of the way.

The rest of my team has its own as-
signments. Some of them worked tan-
gentially on this bill, but I really
couldn’t function without Dan Swan-
son. He takes another agenda in the
Senate Judiciary Committee, pri-
marily on the civil side, and there is
none better. There are times when peo-
ple who were so-called experts would
visit my office and say: Where does this
Swanson learn all of these issues in
such detail?

Well, he is a pretty bright guy, and I
am lucky to have him. His day in the
hot seat will soon come when we face
another issue.

Debu Gandhi is an associate counsel.
He is relatively new compared to the
others, but I like his style and his de-
termination. I have never asked any-
thing of him that he hasn’t produced
the very best quality project in a time-
ly way.

Manpreet Kaur Teji is the legislative
correspondent who has to field all of
the mail when I get up and give speech-
es that either make people happy or
angry. I thank her for her commitment
to our office.

I want to say a word about my floor
staff. Reema Dodin has been with me
since she was an intern in my office in
Chicago. She went on to graduate law
school and came to join my staff and
eventually became my floor director. I
didn’t realize how much she was study-
ing Senate procedure, but she has real-
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ly become a valuable asset, not just to
my office but to the Senate when we
consider the options under the Senate
rules.

Having been parliamentarian in the
Illinois State Senate for 10 or 12 years,
I can tell you that those who work in
the parliamentarian’s office, as well as
those in support staff who are inter-
ested in Senate procedure, are abso-
lutely essential to the successful con-
sideration of important bills. Reema is
in a unique position of helping to ma-
neuver and whip the bill on both the
Democratic and Republican sides of the
aisle. She certainly did her job last
night with 87 votes in favor of our leg-
islation.

MJ Kenny is by her side. He is the
deputy floor director. He was always in
the cloakroom and always on the floor
to ensure the FIRST STEP Act had a
fair shot of consideration and passage.
MJ and Reema are an incredible floor
team. I am lucky to have them, and I
thank them both.

Corey Tellez is my legislative direc-
tor. She ensured that all of the staff
worked together to finalize the bill.
She kept our office and other offices
well informed every step of the way.

Emily Hampsten, my communica-
tions director, has been sending out
messages from my office on a bipar-
tisan basis from the beginning. She is
always there with a smile and does pro-
fessional work, and I thank her so
much for her work.

Claire Reuschel is my director of
scheduling. She controls my life more
than anyone other than my wife. She
sends me places when she thinks it is
right, and she usually has good judg-
ment in those decisions. She has navi-
gated thousands of meetings and phone
calls on this legislation and so many
other things. To say that she is an im-
portant part of this process is a gross
understatement.

Finally, Pat Souders is my chief of
staff. He has been with me from the be-
ginning. He started off in the House
and now has assembled, I think, the
best team on Capitol Hill. I thank him
for not only finding these talented peo-
ple but making sure that they get
along with one another and that in
their cooperation we can serve the peo-
ple of Illinois first and the Nation in
the most effective way. I couldn’t do it
without Pat Souders.

Let me say that this moment in his-
tory arrived because we had an idea
that was due; it is an idea whose time
was due. It was due for a number of
reasons.

Thirty years ago, in the war on
drugs, we were so frightened by crack
cocaine that as a House Member, I
ended up casting what I considered one
of the worst votes in my career. I voted
for the 100-to-1 crack to powder dis-
parity in sentencing. It meant what it
said: You would get 100 times the pen-
alty for the same amount of crack co-
caine as you would have in powder co-
caine—the same narcotic, different
form, dramatically different results.
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We tried this in an effort to scare
America straight, to let them know we
were serious. We would get tough and
use all of the political muscle we could
find to stop the spread of crack co-
caine. It was cheap. It was easily pro-
duced. It was deadly, especially to the
fetus being carried by the addicted
mother, and it scared us. I voted for
that bill and have regretted it ever
since.

I know what happened; it didn’t
work. You couldn’t scare people
straight. We ended up with more people
addicted. The price of drugs on the
street went down, and we started fill-
ing our prisons, primarily with Afri-
can-American and Latinos inmates
who were convicted under these crimes.
We knew in our heart of hearts that
like so many other laws, it was unfair.
The majority—majority—of users of
narcotics and dealers of narcotics are
White. Seventy-five percent of those
who are convicted and sent to prison
for crimes related to drug dealing and
use are African American and Latino.

This disparity on its face tells us
that our system was fundamentally un-
fair and ineffective. I believe that is
the reason we decided last night to
stop trying to muscle our way through
the drug war and start using our
brains: What is it that will work, that
will make certain those who are truly
guilty pay a price and those who can be
rehabilitated get that chance? It is as
basic as that.

There is a second thing that has hap-
pened in America in recent years, and
it is heartbreaking when you see the
results. We are facing the worst drug
epidemic in our history. For the first
time in decades—maybe in modern
memory—we are being told that life ex-
pectancy in the United States is going
down. It is because of the opioid drug
epidemic. Thousands of people are
dying because of overdoses of opioids,
heroin, and fentanyl.

The opioid epidemic has opened our
eyes to something else. Narcotics and
their problems are not confined to the
inner city. They are not confined to
people of color, and they are not con-
fined to the poor. This opioid epidemic
has touched every corner of America in
every State. There is no suburb too
wealthy, no town so small that it can
avoid this opioid epidemic. What it has
done, sadly, is educate all of us in what
happens with addiction and what we
need to do to fight it.

We now look at drug addiction not as
a moral curse but, rather, as a disease
that needs to be treated. That doesn’t
mean we should give up on prosecuting
kingpins and doing everything we can
to stop the flow of narcotics, but we
have come to realize that just sticking
someone in jail, if they lived long
enough to reach that point in their
lives, is no guarantee they are going to
come out of jail without that addic-
tion. We have to be thoughtful.

We also have to have rehabilitation
that is available for people across the
board, whether they are rich or poor.
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That is something our opioid legisla-
tion of several weeks ago moves toward
solving.

The other thing we have come to un-
derstand is, the cost of the current sys-
tem is unsustainable. We cannot con-
tinue to fill our prisons at great ex-
pense and not put money into things
that count in terms of protecting our
communities. Arresting someone after
the crime is, of course, part of a just
society, but it doesn’t stop that origi-
nal crime from happening. We have to
think about the crime prevention that
makes our homes and neighborhoods
and towns and cities safe all across
America, and that was part of the cal-
culation last night in this embarkation
on a new approach.

Finally, I want to say that virtually
every major issue that passes on the
floor of the U.S. Senate—virtually
every single one of them—has someone
backing it, pushing for it with a per-
sonal passion on the issue. I feel—not
personally but having visited so many
prisons and worked with so many peo-
ple who have served time in those pris-
ons—that we need to have a more just
system, a more effective system.

I want to give credit where it is due.
Jared Kushner, President Trump’s son-
in-law, spoke to me about his feelings
on prison reform the first time we ever
met. I know it is personal to him, and
I know it means a lot to him and his
family. Because he cared and because
he mobilized the conservative side of
the political equation, we had an amaz-
ing vote last night with 87 Members of
the Senate supporting the bill. All of
the Democrats and then, on top of that,
39 of the Republicans were also sup-
portive of the bill. I might add, Senator
LINDSEY GRAHAM was absent. Now that
he is back from Afghanistan, he told us
he would have made it 88 if he were
here.

I will close by saying thank you
again to Senator GRASSLEY. Thanks to
Aaron Cummings. I thanked him per-
sonally last night. He worked so close-
ly with Joe Zogby and with Rachel
Rossi during the course of this; they
really became a team. I think it was
one of the reasons we closed this deal
and sent it to the House. It is, however,
the first step. We have to start think-
ing about the second step, and we need
the help of all of our colleagues.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
thank Senator DURBIN for his kind re-
marks—more importantly, for 3 years
of working together on this legislation,
and it is great that it paid off.

———

VICTIMS’ RIGHTS AND CHILD
PROTECTION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
come to the floor to speak about the
work of the Senate on victims’ rights
and child protection measures and also
to highlight the work of Evelyn
Fortier, staff member, who has carried
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such a big burden in these areas of vic-
tims’ rights and child protection.

During my tenure as chairman of the
Senate Judiciary Committee, I have
made it a top priority to champion bi-
partisan initiatives to enhance vic-
tims’ rights and to protect our Nation’s
at-risk children. In the 115th Congress,
as an example, I introduced and led the
Senate in approving multiple bills to
prevent crime, identify missing chil-
dren, enhance services to crime vic-
tims, and reform our juvenile justice
system.

I am proud of what we have achieved
on the Judiciary Committee during
this period of time, as we sent a half
dozen of the measures I just described
to the President’s desk after both
Chambers passed them, surprisingly,
on a unanimous basis. For example,
last October, we passed, and the Presi-
dent signed, the Elder Abuse Preven-
tion and Prosecution Act. This meas-
ure, which I sponsored with Senator
BLUMENTHAL, increases penalties for
the fraudsters who target our senior
citizens. It requires Federal agencies to
collect more data on financial exploi-
tation of the elderly, which is, of
course, a terribly underreported crime.
It also calls for specialized training of
Federal investigators and prosecutors
who handle these cases.

The second measure, which I intro-
duced and the President signed last
January, is Kevin and Avonte’s Law.
This new law is named in honor of two
boys with autism who tragically died
after wandering away from their care-
giver. It calls for the Justice Depart-
ment to award grants to equip school
personnel, caregivers, and first re-
sponders with training to help identify
missing persons with autism or Alz-
heimer’s disease. It also permits grant
funds to be used for technologies that
advance the search for missing children
with developmental disabilities.

This legislation is important because
research suggests that at least one-
third of the children with autism re-
peatedly wander away from safety.
Since 2015, we have seen a doubling in
the number of wandering-related
deaths, according to SafeMinds, a non-
profit organization that advocates for
these children.

I thank Senators SCHUMER, TILLIS,
and KLOBUCHAR for joining as cospon-
sors of Kevin and Avonte’s Law.

Third, I introduced, and both Cham-
bers this week cleared, legislation to
extend the important victim services
programs that the Trafficking Victim
Protection Act established.

I led our Judiciary Committee in
clearing this measure and a com-
plementary bill introduced by Senator
CORNYN. Our bills, which were cospon-
sored by Senators Feinstein and Klo-
buchar, soon will go to the President’s
desk for signatures.

Both measures will help us to combat
modern human slavery which, unfortu-
nately, is alive and well today in this
country. It exists in the form of sex
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and labor trafficking. Through decep-
tion, threats, or violence, the perpetra-
tors of these crimes will do whatever it
takes to turn a profit and are doing it
at the victim’s expense.

Fourth, I this year championed legis-
lation to renew and extend the Missing
Children’s Assistance Act. This meas-
ure, which the President signed this
fall, makes funds available over the
next 5 years for the National Center for
Missing and Exploited Children to con-
tinue to do its important work. The
National Center partners with law en-
forcement and communities across the
United States in the effort to identify
and rescue missing and abused chil-
dren.

The fifth measure I introduced in
this Chamber with Senator WHITE-
HOUSE would renew and update the Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act. That law has not been up-
dated since 2002.

I introduced a measure on this sub-
ject for the first time in the 114th Con-
gress. This year we concluded our nego-
tiations with the House on a final
version of this legislation, known as
the Juvenile Justice Reform Act.

The measure we adopted last week,
which is on its way to the President’s
desk for signature, reflects the over-
sight work that I carried out several
years ago. This oversight, which was
the subject of a 2015 Judiciary Com-
mittee hearing, revealed a flawed grant
program but also one worth saving be-
cause of its potential benefits for our
Nation’s at-risk youth.

The reforms that we have adopted
also help to ensure the fairer treat-
ment of minors in detention through
greater screening and treatment of
mental illness and substance abuse.
This new law also promotes an end to
the shackling of girls who give birth in
detention. It encourages greater sepa-
ration of juveniles and adult offenders
in detention, and ensures that detained
youth can continue their education. It
will give these young people who come
into contact with the juvenile justice
system a better chance of turning their
lives around.

I should add that we included ac-
countability provisions in virtually
every grant funding measure reported
by the Judiciary Committee during my
4 years as chairman. The inclusion of
this language, which I authored several
years ago in statutes authorizing Fed-
eral grant programs, will help to en-
sure that taxpayers’ dollars are used
wisely and, quite frankly, according to
law.

I want, again, to thank my col-
leagues from the Judiciary Committee
who joined me as cosponsors of these
and other new laws in this area.

I also want to thank the nonprofit
groups, such as the National Autism
Association, the Elder Justice Coali-
tion, and the Coalition for Juvenile
Justice, as well as individual advo-
cates, who include Bob Blancato, Stu-
art Spielman, Lisa Wiederlight, Marion
Mattingly, and others who contributed
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in a meaningful way to these laws,
their developments, and passage.

Once again, I want to thank Evelyn
Fortier of my staff for her hard work in
these areas.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

JUSTICE FOR VICTIMS OF
LYNCHING ACT OF 2018

Ms. HARRIS. Madam President, over
2 months ago, the Senate Judiciary
Committee unanimously voted to ad-
vance the Justice for Victims of
Lynching Act of 2018, which I intro-
duced proudly with Senators BOOKER
and ScoTT. This is a historic piece of
legislation that would criminalize
lynching, attempts to lynch, and con-
spiracy to lynch, for the first time in
America’s history.

Lynching is a part of the dark and
despicable aspect of our country’s his-
tory that followed slavery and out-
rageously continued unabated in our
country. According to the Equal Jus-
tice Initiative, lynching was used as an
instrument of terror and intimidation
4,084 times during the late 19th and
20th centuries. These lynchings were
needless and horrendous acts of vio-
lence motivated by racism. We must
acknowledge that fact, lest it be re-
peated.

Lynching is a crime committed
against innocent people. These crimes
should have been prosecuted. There
were victims who should have received
justice, but they did not.

With this bill we are finally able to
change that and correct a burden on
our history as a country. We finally
have a chance to speak the truth about
our past and make clear that these
hateful acts should never happen again
without serious, severe, and swift con-
sequence and accountability.

From 1882 to 1986, the U.S. Congress
failed to pass anti-lynching legislation
when it had an opportunity 200 times.
We now have an opportunity to pass
this bill and to offer some long overdue
justice and recognition to the victims
of lynching and their families—rec-
ognition that these are crimes for
which there should be severe con-
sequence and accountability.

I now yield to my friend, the Senator
from the great State of New Jersey,
CORY BOOKER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BOOKER. Thank you, Madam
President.

I want to thank Senator HARRIS for
her incredible partnership and leader-
ship on this bill, and I want to thank
Senator TiM ScoTT of South Carolina
for his leadership and for the con-
sistent examples of character and in-
tegrity they both have shown as my
partners on this legislation in this
body.

As my colleague has said, it has been
a very long time coming. For over a
century, Members of Congress have at-
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tempted to pass some version of a bill
that would recognize lynching for what
it is—a biased, motivated act of terror.

Today, Senator HARRIS and I have re-
quested that after a century—after 100
years and over 200 bills introduced in
this body—we finally make lynching a
Federal crime in the United States of
America.

Thanks to the work of incredible peo-
ple around this country—truth tellers
such as Brian Stevenson and the Equal
Justice Initiative—today, we have a
more comprehensive understanding of
just how widespread and purposefully
lynching was used as a tool of racial
terror and oppression in our history.

We know that the Equal Justice Ini-
tiative was able to document thou-
sands of cases—over 4,000 documented
cases of racially motivated lynchings
between 1877 and 1950. During that
time, lynchings were used to terrorize
communities. They weren’t only vi-
cious acts of murder against individ-
uals, but in many cases bodies were
hung trying to drive fear into commu-
nities to make them submit to second-
class citizenship and inconsistent jus-
tice.

The use of lynching as a larger part
of terrorism is disturbing. It is a dark
chapter of our past and part of our his-
tory. Its legacy doesn’t just live in our
history books. Despite activists and or-
ganizations that have dedicated them-
selves to studying and addressing the
racial terror in our history, we have
failed to correct for many of those past
sins.

We know that the passage of this bill
will not undo the damage, the terror,
and the violence that have been done
and the lives that were brutally taken
in our past. We do know that the pas-
sage of this bill, even though it cannot
reverse the irrevocable harm caused by
lynching used as terrorist oppression,
is a recognition of that dark past. We
know that when wrongs are ignored
they fester underneath the skin of the
body politic, and we know that justice
delayed is justice denied. Today, this is
a moment of potential justice in this
body, a reckoning to the victims of
lynching that for too long have been
denied.

I want to go back to a point in his-
tory in this body. The very first bill in-
troduced by Congress to address the
terror of lynching was by a man on the
other side of the Capitol, Congressman
George Henry White, in 1900. The year
after it was introduced, in 1901, was the
last year he would serve in Congress.
That is because Congressman White
was the very last Black Congressman
of the group who had been elected to
Congress during Reconstruction.

Congressman White’s departure in
1901 would be the last time an African-
American Black southerner would
serve in Congress for over 70 years.
Congressman White must have had an
understanding of what was to come
with the long dearth of time and the
lack of diversity. He knew the terror of
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Jim Crow laws and voter disenfran-
chisement that would stop the election
of African-Americans.

In his last speech in this body on
January 29, 1901, 1 year after he intro-
duced the bill to criminalize lynching,
he delivered a farewell address he
called ‘“The Negro’s Temporary Fare-
well to the American Congress.”

In that address to Congress over one
century ago, he made the same request
that Senator HARRIS and I are making
right now—for the United States to of-
ficially criminalize lynching.

Congressman White said:

Mr. Chairman, permit me to digress for a
few moments for the purpose of calling the
attention of the House to a bill which I re-
gard as important, introduced by me in the
early part of the first session of this Con-
gress.

[It was intended] to give the United States
control and entire jurisdiction over all cases
of lynching and death by mob violence.

During the last session of this Congress I
took occasion to address myself in detail to
this particular measure, but with all my ef-
forts, the bill still sweetly sleeps in the room
of the committee to which it was referred.
The necessity of legislation along this line is
daily being demonstrated. The arena of the
lyncher no longer is confined to Southern
climes, but is stretching its hydra head over
all parts of the Union.

Referring to the terror of lynching,
Congressman White knew that ‘‘the
evil peculiar to America, yes, to the
United States, must be met, somehow,
some day . . .”

Well, now in this moment in Amer-
ica, we have a chance to make some
day today. We have the opportunity to
recognize the wrongs of our history, to
honor the memories of those brutally
killed, and to leave a legacy that fu-
ture generations can look back on,
knowing that after 200 attempts over
the course of 100 years of trying, on
this day in American history this body
will do the right thing.

So I would recognize my colleague
from California for the historic calling
up of this piece of legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Ms. HARRIS. Madam President, I
thank my friend Senator BOOKER. It is
truly an honor to be on the floor of the
Senate with my colleague and friend
proposing this legislation.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on the Ju-
diciary be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 3178 and the Senate

proceed to its immediate consider-
ation.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 3178) to amend title 18, United
States Code, to specify lynching as a depri-
vation of civil rights, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the com-
mittee was discharged and the Senate
proceeded to consider the measure.

Ms. HARRIS. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the substitute
amendment be agreed to and that the
bill, as amended, be considered read a
third time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 4168) in the na-
ture of a substitute was agreed to.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

The bill, as amended, was ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading and
was read the third time.

Ms. HARRIS. I know of no further de-
bate on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Hearing none, and the bill having
been read the third time, the question
is, Shall the bill pass?

The bill (S. 3178), as amended, was
passed, as follows:

S. 3178

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Justice for
Victims of Lynching Act of 2018”’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) The crime of lynching succeeded slav-
ery as the ultimate expression of racism in
the United States following Reconstruction.

(2) Lynching was a widely acknowledged
practice in the United States until the mid-
dle of the 20th century.

(3) Lynching was a crime that occurred
throughout the United States, with docu-
mented incidents in all but 4 States.

(4) At least 4,742 people, predominantly Af-
rican Americans, were reported lynched in
the United States between 1882 and 1968.

(5) Ninety-nine percent of all perpetrators
of lynching escaped from punishment by
State or local officials.

(6) Lynching prompted African Americans
to form the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People (referred to in
this section as the “NAACP”) and prompted
members of B'nai B’rith to found the Anti-
Defamation League.

(7) Mr. Walter White, as a member of the
NAACP and later as the executive secretary
of the NAACP from 1931 to 1955, meticulously
investigated lynchings in the United States
and worked tirelessly to end segregation and
racialized terror.

(8) Nearly 200 anti-lynching bills were in-
troduced in Congress during the first half of
the 20th century.

(9) Between 1890 and 1952, 7 Presidents peti-
tioned Congress to end lynching.

(10) Between 1920 and 1940, the House of
Representatives passed 3 strong anti-lynch-
ing measures.

(11) Protection against lynching was the
minimum and most basic of Federal respon-
sibilities, and the Senate considered but
failed to enact anti-lynching legislation de-
spite repeated requests by civil rights
groups, Presidents, and the House of Rep-
resentatives to do so.

(12) The publication of “Without Sanc-
tuary: Lynching Photography in America’”
helped bring greater awareness and proper
recognition of the victims of lynching.

(13) Only by coming to terms with history
can the United States effectively champion
human rights abroad.

(14) An apology offered in the spirit of true
repentance moves the United States toward
reconciliation and may become central to a
new understanding, on which improved ra-
cial relations can be forged.

(156) Having concluded that a reckoning
with our own history is the only way the
country can effectively champion human
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rights abroad, 90 Members of the United
States Senate agreed to Senate Resolution
39, 109th Congress, on June 13, 2005, to apolo-
gize to the victims of lynching and the de-
scendants of those victims for the failure of
the Senate to enact anti-lynching legisla-
tion.

(16) The National Memorial for Peace and
Justice, which opened to the public in Mont-
gomery, Alabama, on April 26, 2018, is the
Nation’s first memorial dedicated to the leg-
acy of enslaved Black people, people terror-
ized by lynching, African Americans humili-
ated by racial segregation and Jim Crow, and
people of color burdened with contemporary
presumptions of guilt and police violence.

(17) Notwithstanding the Senate’s apology
and the heightened awareness and education
about the Nation’s legacy with lynching, it
is wholly necessary and appropriate for the
Congress to enact legislation, after 100 years
of unsuccessful legislative efforts, finally to
make lynching a Federal crime.

(18) Further, it is the sense of Congress
that criminal action by a group increases the
likelihood that the criminal object of that
group will be successfully attained and de-
creases the probability that the individuals
involved will depart from their path of crim-
inality. Therefore, it is appropriate to speci-
fy criminal penalties for the crime of lynch-
ing, or any attempt or conspiracy to commit
lynching.

(19) The United States Senate agreed to
unanimously Senate Resolution 118, 115th
Congress, on April 5, 2017, ‘“‘[c]londemning
hate crime and any other form of racism, re-
ligious or ethnic bias, discrimination, incite-
ment to violence, or animus targeting a mi-
nority in the United States’ and taking no-
tice specifically of Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation statistics demonstrating that
‘“‘among single-bias hate crime incidents in
the United States, 59.2 percent of victims
were targeted due to racial, ethnic, or ances-
tral bias, and among those victims, 52.2 per-
cent were victims of crimes motivated by
the offenders’ anti-Black or anti-African
American bias’.

(20) On September 14, 2017, President Don-
ald J. Trump signed into law Senate Joint
Resolution 49 (Public Law 115-58; 131 Stat.
1149), wherein Congress ‘‘condemn[ed] the
racist violence and domestic terrorist attack
that took place between August 11 and Au-
gust 12, 2017, in Charlottesville, Virginia’
and ‘‘urg[ed] the President and his adminis-
tration to speak out against hate groups
that espouse racism, extremism, xenophobia,
anti-Semitism, and White supremacy; and
use all resources available to the President
and the President’s Cabinet to address the
growing prevalence of those hate groups in
the United States’.

(21) Senate Joint Resolution 49 (Public
Law 115-58; 131 Stat. 1149) specifically took
notice of ‘“‘hundreds of torch-bearing White
nationalists, White supremacists, Klansmen,
and neo-Nazis [who] chanted racist, anti-Se-
mitic, and anti-immigrant slogans and vio-
lently engaged with counter-demonstrators
on and around the grounds of the University
of Virginia in Charlottesville” and that
these groups ‘‘reportedly are organizing
similar events in other cities in the United
States and communities everywhere are con-
cerned about the growing and open display of
hate and violence being perpetrated by those
groups’’.

SEC. 3. LYNCHING.

(a) OFFENSE.—Chapter 13 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“§250. Lynching

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—

‘(1) OFFENSES INVOLVING ACTUAL OR PER-
CEIVED RACE, COLOR, RELIGION, OR NATIONAL
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ORIGIN.—If 2 or more persons willfully cause
bodily injury to any other person, because of
the actual or perceived race, color, religion,
or national origin of any person—

‘““(A) each shall be imprisoned not more
than 10 years, fined in accordance with this
title, or both, if bodily injury results from
the offense; or

‘‘(B) each shall be imprisoned for any term
of years or for life, fined in accordance with
this title, or both, if death results from the
offense or if the offense includes kidnapping
or aggravated sexual abuse.

‘“(2) OFFENSES INVOLVING ACTUAL OR PER-
CEIVED RELIGION, NATIONAL ORIGIN, GENDER,
SEXUAL ORIENTATION, GENDER IDENTITY, OR
DISABILITY.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If 2 or more persons, in
any circumstance described in subparagraph
(B), willfully cause bodily injury to any
other person because of the actual or per-
ceived religion, national origin, gender, sex-
ual orientation, gender identity, or dis-
ability of any person—

‘(i) each shall be imprisoned not more
than 10 years, fined in accordance with this
title, or both, if bodily injury results from
the offense; or

‘“(ii) each shall be imprisoned for any term
of years or for life, fined in accordance with
this title, or both, if death results from the
offense or if the offense includes kidnapping
or aggravated sexual abuse.

‘‘(B) CIRCUMSTANCES DESCRIBED.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the circumstances
described in this subparagraph are that—

‘‘(i) the conduct described in subparagraph
(A) occurs during the course of, or as the re-
sult of, the travel of the defendant or the
victim—

‘“(I) across a State line or national border;
or

“(II) using a phone, the internet, the mail,
or any other channel, facility, or instrumen-
tality of interstate or foreign commerce;

‘‘(ii) the defendant uses a phone, the inter-
net, the mail, or any other channel, facility,
or instrumentality of interstate or foreign
commerce in connection with the conduct
described in subparagraph (A);

‘“(iii) in connection with the conduct de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), the defendant
employs a firearm, dangerous weapon, explo-
sive or incendiary device, or other weapon
that has traveled in interstate or foreign
commerce; or

‘‘(iv) the conduct described in subpara-
graph (A)—

““(I) interferes with commercial or other
economic activity in which the victim is en-
gaged at the time of the conduct;

““(IT) otherwise affects interstate or foreign
commerce; or

“(IIT) occurs within the special maritime
or territorial jurisdiction of the United
States.

‘“(3) OFFENSES OCCURRING IN THE SPECIAL
MARITIME OR TERRITORIAL JURISDICTION OF
THE UNITED STATES.—Whoever, within the
special maritime or territorial jurisdiction
of the United States, engages in conduct de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or in paragraph
(2)(A) (without regard to whether that con-
duct occurred in a circumstance described in
paragraph (2)(B)) shall be subject to the same
penalties as prescribed in those paragraphs.

‘“(b) ATTEMPT.—Whoever attempts to com-
mit any offense under this section—

‘(1) shall be imprisoned for not more than
10 years, fined in accordance with this title,
or both; or

‘(2) if the offense includes kidnapping or
an attempt to kidnap, aggravated sexual
abuse or an attempt to commit aggravated
sexual abuse, or an attempt to kill, shall be
imprisoned for any term of years of for life,
fined in accordance with this title, or both.
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‘‘(c) CONSPIRACY.—If 2 or more persons con-
spire to commit any offense under this sec-
tion, and 1 or more of such persons do any
act to effect the object of the conspiracy,
each shall be subject to the same penalties
as those prescribed for the offense the com-
mission of which was the object of the con-
spiracy.

¢(d) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No prosecution of any of-
fense described in this section may be under-
taken by the United States, except under the
certification in writing of the Attorney Gen-
eral, or a designee, that—

““(A) the State does not have jurisdiction;

‘“(B) the State has requested that the Fed-
eral Government assume jurisdiction;

‘“(C) the verdict or sentence obtained pur-
suant to State charges left demonstratively
unvindicated the Federal interest in eradi-
cating bias-motivated violence; or

‘(D) a prosecution by the United States is
in the public interest and necessary to se-
cure substantial justice.

‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed to limit
the authority of Federal officers, or a Fed-
eral grand jury, to investigate possible viola-
tions of this section.”.

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS AMENDMENT.—The
table of sections for chapter 13 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 249 the fol-
lowing:
¢250. Lynching.”.

Ms. HARRIS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the motion to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. HARRIS. Madam President, I
want to thank our colleagues for this
incredibly important act of bipartisan-
ship in the U.S. Congress.

Thank you, Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BOOKER. Madam President, my
friend, the Senator from Oregon, just
came over. This is a very meaningful
moment for this body.

There was a speech by a man that I
revere. His picture hangs in my office.
His name is Martin Luther King. For
many people who endured the pain and
agony of our past, with lynchings that
went on up to the 1970s in this country,
and for those people who yearned for
justice they would never experience,
for those people who know the pain,
agony, and hurt in their family’s his-
tory and the trauma that is still felt by
many people today, who remember
lynching in this country that was so
pervasive—Dr. King once spoke to
those people who were hurting and
seeking justice, and he asked at the
end of his speech:

How long? Not long, because ‘‘the truth
crushed to the earth will rise again.”’

He asked:

How long? Not long, because ‘‘no lie can
live forever.”

He asked:

How long? Not long, because the arc of the
moral universe is long, but it bends toward
justice.

This has been a long arc, a painful
history and shameful history in this
body—that at the height of lynchings
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across this country affecting thousands
of people, this body did not act to
make it a Federal crime. At least now,
the U.S. Senate has acted—100 Sen-
ators, no objections.

I just want to give gratitude to this
body for what we have just done.
Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
praise my colleagues from the Atlantic
coast of New Jersey and Pacific coast
of California for today putting our en-
tire Senate on record and on a pathway
to recognizing the deep darkness of
this national scar on our justice sys-
tem and on our psyche.

Work well done today in the U.S.
Senate. Thank you.

———

IMMIGRATION POLICY

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
rise to address a current-day scar, a
wound in America—a wound in terms
of how we are treating children arriv-
ing on our borders and seeking asylum.

George Washington said America is a
nation open ‘‘to receive not only the
opulent and respectable stranger, but
the oppressed and persecuted of all na-
tions and religions.”

This sense of the vision of America
was repeated 100 years later through
Emma Lazarus’s poem that is carved
into the foundation of the Statue of
Liberty. Phrases of that poem include:
“‘Give me your tired, your poor, your
huddled masses yearning to breathe
free. Send these, the homeless,
tempest-tossed to me,” but that spirit
is lost right now in the USA.

We are a nation almost universally of
immigrants, and yet we are treating
those children fleeing persecution as if
they are criminals when they arrive at
our borders.

I went down this last weekend with
Senator MAZIE HIRONO of Hawaii and
Senator TINA SMITH of Minnesota, with
Representative JUDY CHU of California
and Representative BETO O’ROURKE of
Texas. Four of us visited two family in-
ternment camps—one in Dilley and one
in Karnes—and all five of us went to
the Tornillo child prison in the desert
in Texas outside El Paso.

This war against children—this
Trump war against children—was most
dramatically demonstrated back in
May and June when the U.S. Govern-
ment implemented a ‘‘zero tolerance”
policy that, in fact, said, if you assert
your international rights and come to
the border of the United States, we will
treat you as a criminal. We will lock
you up. We will rip your children out of
your arms, and who knows if you will
ever see them again.

I went down June 3 of this year to
shine a light on this and find out what
was really going on. I saw children in
cages. I tried to enter a facility—a
former Walmart—that I was told had
hundreds of kids locked up in it. I was
denied entry because of the administra-
tion’s desires to keep the effects of
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their child separation policy secret.
There was an outcry from people across
America saying the United States does
not do this. We do not inflict trauma
on children as a direct and deliberate
strategy of sending a message to the
world that we do not want you, if you
are fleeing persecution, to come to our
shores. We do not deliberately inflict
trauma on children.

In addition to the public outcry,
there was court action. The adminis-
tration agreed and said: OK. We will
stop doing child separation. We will
quit ripping children out of their par-
ents’ arms, but the President said, if
we can’t rip children out of their par-
ents’ arms, instead, we will lock them
up. We will lock them up with their
parents—still treating them as crimi-
nals as they await asylum here. In fact,
the bill to that effect passed the House
of Representatives, and 35 Senators in
this Chamber signed on to this bill to
expand this system of family intern-
ment camps at the request of the ad-
ministration.

I came to this floor. I pointed out the
long and shameful history of family in-
ternment camps in America, and I pro-
posed a different vision. I put forward a
bill entitled the No Family Internment
Camps in America Act. I noted it would
be a fierce fight if those who want to
proceed with internment camps at-
tempted to do so. This body dropped
that effort—stopped that effort. That is
good, but the administration is still de-
termined to pursue this, and they have
been moving funds to people to expand
family internment camps in places like
Karnes and Dilley. So we went there to
look at these family internment
camps—one with fathers and sons; one
with mothers and daughters.

You know, the right thing to do as
families await asylum hearings is for
them to get that hearing on a timely
basis of 6 to 12 months and have them
under a Family Case Management Pro-
gram of not locking them up in prison.
Locking up children in prisons does
deep, traumatic damage to these chil-
dren, so we must continue to fight this
internment camps strategy.

The four Members of Congress who
were there at Dilley met with a
woman. She and her daughter have
been locked up in Dilley going on 6
months. Yesterday was the daughter’s
15th birthday. The Quinceanera is a big
celebration—if you come from a Latin
American tradition—of a young girl be-
coming a young woman. We asked the
camp: Are you going to recognize this
girl’s birthday, this very significant
15th birthday, this quinceanera?

No, we can’t do anything special to
recognize one child.

We said: Well, why not have a policy
of recognizing each child on his or her
birthday, so you are doing the same for
everyone?

They said: No, too much trouble. We
will have a monthly gathering and list
the names of those who had birthdays
that month. That will suffice.

It is a symbol of the dehumanization
with which we are treating people
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locked up—families we are locking up
who have fled persecution and are
awaiting an asylum hearing.

That young woman is suffering sig-
nificantly. We met with her mother.
Her mother told us she is not sleeping
well, she is not eating well, and she
was really depressed over the fact that
this very significant day would go un-
recognized. We should never be locking
up children for long periods of time.

There is an agreement—a settle-
ment—that said children will not be
locked up for more than 20 days. It is
called the Flores settlement. It was a
settlement that came out of the fact
that we recognized that locking up
children hurts them, traumatizes
them, that it should never happen, and
it shouldn’t happen for more than 20
days.

Well, it is happening more than 20
days and not just with the mother and
her daughter who are locked up there.
They fled persecution by a drug gang—
a gang that was extorting the family to
make payments from their beauty sup-
ply business or beauty parlor. When
she couldn’t pay, the gang came to her
house and assaulted her daughter. She
told us they fled the next day.

We need to improve the programs
with which we are trying to help sta-
bilize those countries and help decrease
the power of those drug gangs, but, cer-
tainly, when those fleeing persecution
come here to our shores, let’s treat
them with respect and dignity.

This is a birthday card that several
dozen Members signed yesterday that
we are sending to this young woman
locked up. The card says: ‘‘Feliz
Quinceanera.” It is signed inside by
dozens of Senators. It says: From your
friends in the Senate of the United
States. We want her to know—we want
every child who is locked up in these
child prisons under the Trump war on
children to know that we are working
to end this war.

We went on to Tornillo—the child
prison that was initially established to
be an emergency shelter for 1 month
for 450 children. It has now been ex-
tended 3 times, and it has been ex-
panded to hold not 450 children but
3,800 children.

At this moment, they cranked up the
number of people there to 2,700, and
they are purposely keeping this as a
“temporary shelter” so they can by-
pass all the laws related to incarcer-
ating children; they can bypass the re-
quirements for education; they can by-
pass the Flores 20-day standard.

I asked: How many children are here
over 20 days of these 2,700, a couple of
dozen?

The director said: No, more than 2,000
of the 2,700 children here are over the
20 days. Then we were told that 1,300 of
those children already have a sponsor.
They already have the sponsors who
have filled out all the paperwork and
have done their fingerprints and every-
thing. They could be released imme-
diately, if the administration would
complete the paperwork.
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He told us that 1,300 children could
be in homes and schools and parks in 5
to 7 days from now if the administra-
tion would complete the paperwork. We
proceeded to hold a press conference,
and we said this is unacceptable that
the paperwork is not being completed
and these children are being locked up
here.

We held this on Saturday. We said
this Tornillo prison camp should be
shut down. This is not the spirit of the
USA and certainly is not being used as
a temporary shelter for 1 month.

I have good news to report because
yesterday the administration said they
are changing the rules. They expect to
release several thousand children with-
in the next few days—that is the right
thing to do—and we may shut down
Tornillo.

So let’s keep the attention of Amer-
ica on this. Let’s keep the spotlight on
it. Let’s not let this war on children
continue with our money, on our terri-
tory, under our government, delib-
erately inflicting trauma on children.
It must end.

The Family Case Management Pro-
gram, which was an alternative to
locking people up, had a report from
the Department of Homeland Security
inspector general who said 99 percent
of people show up for their check-ins
and there was 100 percent attendance
at court hearings. There was a closeout
report for the program because the ad-
ministration shut it down, and the
closeout report called the program a
success. It said 99.3 percent attendance
for court proceedings overall, 99 per-
cent compliance with monitoring re-
quirements, including check-ins, and it
costs $38 a day compared to many hun-
dreds of dollars for internment camps
or prison camps.

Let’s restart a program that made
sense—a program that worked. We
have seen this series of attacks on chil-
dren—child separation, family intern-
ment camps, child prison camps. Let’s
put America back on track and treat
children coming to this country fleeing
persecution with respect and dignity as
they await their asylum hearings.

Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The Senator from Missouri.

GOVERNMENT FUNDING

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, we come
to the end of what I think has been a
very productive conference.

I am not happy, as most of us aren’t,
with an ending that doesn’t allow us to
get all of the principal work of the
Congress done, which is to decide how
we are going to fund the government,
how we are going to spend money. We
did—this year for the first time in a
long time—get 75 percent of that job
done before the beginning of the fiscal
year. There is nowhere else in America
where that would be a bragging point,
but we hadn’t done that in 20 years,
and so it is a pretty significant accom-
plishment.

What we need to figure out is what
we did and how we can replicate that in
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the future. We have to get to this
work. We have to have the kind of floor
debates we had this year. We don’t
need to let it drag into the end of the
year as too many of the bills did this
time.

The worst possible thing to do, in my
view, in terms of funding the govern-
ment, is to shut down the government.
The next worst possible thing to do is
a long-term CR, where you just say: We
couldn’t decide how to spend the
money this year, so we are going to
spend it like we spent it last year.

The next option is the one we are fol-
lowing, which appears to be a short-
term CR to, unfortunately, come back
and begin next year’s work with the
obligation to finish this year’s work.
That is clearly a mistake, and it is a
mistake that ends a Congress that oth-
erwise was pretty successful.

All kinds of regulatory reform oc-
curred. Some of it the Congress was in-
volved in. For the first time in the his-
tory of the Congressional Review Act,
the Congress—15 times—sent to the
President a regulation that the Con-
gress was not going to approve, and, 15
times, the President agreed with that
decision. That happened exactly one
other time in the 25-year history of the
Congressional Review Act. There was
one time before this Congress when it
had happened 15 times.

The regulatory situation of the coun-
try is much better. The first major re-
write in the tax bill in 31 years has
clearly had and is having an impact on
our economy. The numbers in my State
of Missouri are as good as they have
been in a long time. I think our unem-
ployment number is at its lowest in 18
years. The national unemployment
number is at its lowest in almost 15
years. Missouri’s number, at 3.2 per-
cent, is even lower than that. There are
things like the long-term extension for
the FAA, or the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, and the farm bill. There
are a lot of things that we should be
talking about.

I want to talk, for just a few min-
utes, about the things that have hap-
pened for Missouri this year here in the
Senate. We have made significant
progress in addressing some of the
most important issues facing both the
State and the Nation.

Just this month, we had a land trans-
fer for the National Geospatial-Intel-
ligence Agency. It started out as an
ocean mapping agency in St. Louis,
MO, decades ago, and then it became a
full partner in our overhead architec-
ture that tries to figure out what is
going on in the world at any given mo-
ment on any given day—things like
mapping out what we know about the
outside of the place where Osama bin
Laden was hiding and where he was
eventually found, guessing from watch-
ing traffic going in and out of there,
what might be on the other side of the
door when you go in. That is just one of
the things that happens at the Na-
tional Geospatial-Intelligence Agency
every day.
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That one and others happened at
Next NGA West, the St. Louis facility.
There was big competition on what we
should do about that. The decision was
made to put that $1.3 billion new facil-
ity in the city of St. Louis, right next
to one of the great Federal disasters of
all time.

The Pruitt-Igoe housing complex—
not well thought out—had to be im-
ploded within a short time of people’s
moving in there. Within a decade or so,
it was known to be a disaster. Not too
long after that, it just imploded. That
is sort of, again, the implosion of so
much of that part of a city that, at one
time, was the fourth biggest city in the
country in terms of population. It is
not there any longer. There are things
like the GEOINT workforce—the na-
tional geospatial location being there—
that will make a difference.

Certainly, there is aviation, and we
make lots of military aircraft in our
State. The bill that we funded that we
worried so much about in recent years
really brought it back to where we
have the multiyear funding of things
like the Super Hornet, the Hornet, and
the Growler. It just so totally disrupts
the efforts of our enemies to figure out
what that formation of planes is all
about. It is an important part of flying,
whether they come off of the deck of a
ship or off of a runway or anything
else. Boeing won the opportunity to
make the Air Force’s T-X trainer, and
it is beginning the process right now.
The nonmanned tanker is important.
Just a few years ago, keeping those
lines open in a way that we were con-
cerned about wouldn’t have happened.

I had the chance this weekend to be
a part of the launching of the future
Freedom Class ship USS St. Louis. The
Navy asked for 32 of those ships, and
this Congress gave them 35. Now, if you
are listening out there and you are a
taxpayer and are thinking about this,
well, why would the Congress give
them 35 when they asked for 32? We
look not just to the immediate need of
that line but at the long-term and un-
funded need. It hasn’t been that long
since the Navy would have asked for 32
ships but might have gotten 18 or 16.
We are in a place in which, once again,
we are looking at our defense obliga-
tions. We also had the biggest pay in-
crease for men and women in uniform
in over a decade. All of those things
matter.

Senator MCCASKILL and I worked on
one piece of legislation to allow the
historic Delta Queen, which will be
based at Kimmswick, MO, which is just
south of St. Louis on the Mississippi
River, to get back in operation again.
It is a 1920s riverboat on which, not too
many years ago, President Carter took
his summer vacation with the other
passengers.

The Gateway Arch was reopened. Of-
ficially, 60 years after the arch was
built, it was time to restore it. It was
also time to connect the arch in better
and different ways to the city of St.
Louis—to the historic courthouse

December 19, 2018

where the Dred Scott decision was
started. That is where the local Fed-
eral court case was that wound up in a
Supreme Court disaster. In the hearts
and minds of the people, they are look-
ing back at how wrong-headed that
particular court was, but that old
courthouse is still there. It is now con-
nected to the arch, as it was not before,
and to downtown.

I talked yesterday to the designated
person who runs the Park Service. I
said that we wanted the second century
of the Park Service to be a public-pri-
vate partnership. There is no greater
example of that than the reopening and
the restoring of the arch and in the
connecting of it to downtown. There
has been 300-and-some million dollars
spent. Almost all of that money was ei-
ther privately or locally raised with a
tax on the city of St. Louis. I think
about $20 million of that 300-plus mil-
lion-dollar project was Federal high-
way money.

The message there is that if you are
going to expect a different source of
money, you also have to expect a dif-
ferent kind of partnership. I think one
of the things the Park Service learned
with that big project was if the second
century of the system were going to be
different, it can’t be just like the first
century. You get your money from
somewhere else, and then do whatever
you want to do. What happens is you
get your money from somewhere else
and you have to create a sense that you
really have partners in that.

In St. Louis, during World War II and
after, a lot of the work on atomic
weapons was done. In September, Con-
gresswoman WAGNER and I were able to
join a signing ceremony on a record of
decision of what to do with some of
that military waste—that radioactive
waste that had been left from the years
before and after the end of World War
II. It had been discarded by the Federal
Government in ways that were not well
thought out, in the West Lake Landfill.

Families there have been tireless ad-
vocates in demanding that things be
done for the health and safety of their
children and their community. They
waited for 27 years for some real criti-
cism out there by Scott Pruitt, who
was the EPA Director. When we first
talked to him about this, he said that
you can’t be on the priority list for al-
most 30 years if it is really a priority
list. With his and Administrator
Wheeler’s leadership, somehow we
came to a conclusion there that has
generally been met positively by peo-
ple who have worked so hard to get
that Federal decision—there is a pub-
lic-private partnership—and the pri-
vate companies they worked with to do
something with this material—to now
do the right thing with the material,
which means moving it out of our
State.

In southeast Missouri, there was a
port authority, an inland port author-
ity. An almost $20 million bridge grant
was announced the other day that will
allow that inland port, with two new
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rail lines, to become much more multi-
mobile than it had been before.

What is going to happen to rural food
demand? It is critically important. No
country in the world is better suited
than we are to meet the doubling of
world food demand between now and
2050. In the doubling of the biggest area
of commerce in the world, our inland
ports in that discussion become par-
ticularly important.

Both the Congress and, in this case,
the Missouri General Assembly are
paying attention to the inland port
structure like they have not before.
The biggest single piece of contiguous
agricultural ground in the world is the
Mississippi River Valley. Unlike the
others in the world that may be almost
as big, it has its own built-in transpor-
tation network. The Missouri, the
Ohio, the Arkansas, and the Illinois are
rivers that flow into the Mississippi
River and create that network that
now links through the Panama Canal
easily. You can go to Asia. You don’t
go through the Panama Canal. You
easily get to the east coast of our coun-
try or you get to Europe and Africa. It
is a great opportunity for us, and that
kind of investment makes that oppor-
tunity more likely to pay the kind of
dividends we would hope it would pay.

In September of this year, Congress
passed and the President signed the
Energy and Water appropriations bill,
which included $25 million for the
Delta Regional Authority, which is an
authority designed to benefit a part of
our country in which the early focus on
labor intensive occupations, particu-
larly farming, has given way to looking
at that part of our economy without
thinking about what has happened to
rural communities and the rural work-
force as that has moved on. Broadband
is part of that, and I think we are going
to see that continue to be a big part of
what goes on in the future.

We have the small ports and the Mis-
sissippi River and tributaries project.
We have the Ste. Genevieve National
Historic Park, and the President signed
that bill in March. Ste. Genevieve has
French architecture that goes back to
the late 1700s and to the very early
1800s. It is unique in the kind of archi-
tecture that is preserved there. Some
of the oldest buildings, certainly, in
the middle of the country and, in some
cases, west of the Mississippi are there,
and we are moving forward. I hope,
even this week, to do a couple of addi-
tional things that will make that his-
toric park work and be open to people
from all over the world. The French
Ambassador wants to go there in the
near future and see what we are doing,
as an example, to maintain those build-
ings that are reflective of a different
part of our heritage than we have in
most of the country.

Research institutions, like the Uni-
versity of Missouri, the USDA ag re-
search facility in Columbia, and other
places across our State, have benefited
from additional research money.

In BEast Locust Creek, in August of
2018, it was announced that the final
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investment would be made for an East
Locust Creek Reservoir in North Cen-
tral Missouri. Water is a bigger and
bigger challenge as we look toward the
future, and thinking now about how we
are going to have the kinds of water
opportunities we need for drinking
water or agriculture water and other
water is very important.

In Sedalia, MO, a project to help—
Congresswoman HARTZLER and I
worked on a project to help make the
industrial park work better. Nucor just
announced this year a significant and
brandnew steel facility in that part of
our State.

In Kansas City, the Buck O’Neil
Bridge, across the Missouri River, is
something that has needed to be done
for a long time. The community had
come up with 90 percent of the money
needed, a bridge grant that Secretary
Chao called me about, that the commu-
nity had applied for, gets that last $25
million of that 200-and-some million-
dollar project.

There has been a long fight at White-
man Air Force Base in Warrensburg to
maintain the A-10s and then do what
we could to get the replacement wing
there. That is important, as were the
things that happened in Saint Joseph
with the lift capacity, the ability with
those C-130s, where 19 different coun-
tries come to that facility and train to
figure out how to get the kind of sup-
port we need for military all over the
world, including our NATO allies.

Senator Bo0zMAN and I, from the
days we were in the House together,
formed an I-49 caucus. Another an-
nouncement just in the last month will
allow the last few miles of I-49 to be
completed in our State. I was there
about 8 years ago when Highway 71 in
Missouri became I-49, and in most of
our State now it is I-49, and it will be
I-49 in all of our State.

So what has happened there and what
has happened with opioid grant funding
and with our mental health leadership
in our State have resulted in signifi-
cant legislative achievements this
year.

The HIRE Vets Act is legislation
that provides not only for hiring vets,
but it also establishes recognition. Ev-
erybody says they hire vets. This is fol-
lowing up on legislation that was
passed here in the Senate and in the
House and signed into law in May of
2017. The Labor Department came up
with that new standard of acknowl-
edging who hires vets and who is better
at hiring vets than anybody else. The
first five Missouri employers were rec-
ognized this year with dozens of em-
ployers all over the country, in a tiered
situation. It is sort of like the LEED
standard for energy efficiency; we now
have a standard for hiring vets.

As with the FAA reauthorization bill
I mentioned earlier, our efforts to
move toward more rural broadband
have moved significantly this year,
but, still, that is one of the things we
need to be looking at next year.

I would argue that this is certainly
one of the most effective right-of-cen-
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ter Congresses in a long time. I think
it has been an effective Congress. We
looked at the issues facing the country,
and we have done the best we can, in a
long- and short-range way, to deal with
those issues. It is something we ought
to be talking to people we work for
about, trying to use that as a standard.
We were good this year; let’s figure out
how to be even better next year.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. RES. 734

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 734, submitted earlier
today; that the resolution be agreed to,
the preamble be agreed to, and the mo-
tions to reconsider be considered made
and laid upon the table with no inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, whether
you support ObamaCare or oppose it—
and I clearly oppose it—it remains the
law. The decision in the Texas case is
being appealed, and I expect it will
eventually end up before the Supreme
Court.

Regardless of what happens in this
legal process, our commitment has al-
ways been to protect people with pre-
existing conditions. As a doctor and
husband of a breast cancer survivor
who has had three operations and who
has been through chemotherapy twice,
I know the importance of making sure
that patients can get access to quality
healthcare at an affordable cost. Since
ObamaCare passed, this has not hap-
pened for many families I speak to in
Wyoming. They keep telling me that
ObamaCare has made their insurance
unaffordable, whether it is premiums,
copays—all of it. It has made it more
difficult to get the care they need.

Simply put, they know ObamaCare
has failed because they personally have
experienced the law’s sky-high pre-
miums and few choices.

It has taken Washington Democrats
a little longer to figure this out. Now
they are clamoring for a federally man-
dated, single-payer system. They want
a healthcare system dominated and
controlled by Washington.

As a doctor, my focus is on making
healthcare better for patients, period.
It shouldn’t take a judge to force us to
get it done. We need to reform
healthcare to give American families
better care at a lower cost, which
ObamaCare failed to deliver.

The question is whether Washington
Democrats are interested in solving
problems or playing politics. I am
ready to work.

Therefore, Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.
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The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I re-
spectfully disagree with my friend
from Wyoming. First of all, the reason
I asked for a live unanimous consent
request on my resolution was to pro-
tect the 800,000 West Virginians with
preexisting conditions, along with mil-
lions and millions of Americans.

We have tried. We have come to an
agreement on how to fix the high cost
of third-party and individual payer. It
has been lying on the majority leader’s
desk for a year with no movement or
action.

People say that we all have sym-
pathy and empathy for people with pre-
existing conditions. If you want to pro-
tect that, then remove your lawsuit or
at least allow us to move forward on a
unanimous consent request so that we
can fight and have a fighting chance,
as this will be appealed to the higher
courts.

It is absolutely wrong that people
who have insurance for the first time,
now have the threat of having it taken
away from them.

As a former Governor, let me tell you
how this system works. If you think
people are not deserving of insurance
or should not be able to have affordable
access to insurance, then you are pay-
ing anyway, because the people who
don’t have that or didn’t have it before
go to the emergency room at the high-
est cost. They go right to the emer-
gency room. They don’t pay. That cost
is then distributed on to the Governor,
and the Governor of each State has to
come up with supplemental payments
to keep hospitals and rural clinics
open. That is the way the system
works.

If you work for a company and
couldn’t afford the copayment, if you
work for a company that didn’t offer
insurance—a small company that
didn’t have insurance at all—what you
would do if you got hurt at home or got
sick, you would hobble into work and
make a workers’ comp claim. That is
the only access to insurance.

If you want to go back to those dra-
conian days, that is where we are head-
ed if this lawsuit succeeds. What we
have asked for is simply the ability to
fix what we have in front of us.

I haven’t supported the single-payer
system; we are not talking about a sin-
gle-payer system. We are not talking
about anything but fixing the existing
Affordable Care Act.

The President of the United States,
Donald Trump, could do this very eas-
ily, taking this up. I will be happy to
call it Trump RepairCare. I think it
would be a fitting name because he can
fix it. He can bring us together so that
we can basically look at a bipartisan
solution to bring down the high cost of
premiums. We can also look at a bipar-
tisan solution to fix the runaway costs,
teaching people how to take care of
themselves, keep themselves healthier
and be preventive in the care they re-
ceive.

This resolution allows the Senate
and legal counsel to intervene and de-
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fend West Virginians and Americans
with preexisting conditions from this
inhumane lawsuit. If you believe in
that, there should be no consideration
for objections. We should be able to sit
down and let the legal staff that we
have here in the Senate intervene on
our behalf and the people we represent.
That is all we have asked for.

Millions of Americans with pre-
existing conditions have been trusting
us to defend their rights. Now they are
hearing the political rhetoric. They
hear it every day when anybody goes
on the campaign trail. The last thing I
heard from my colleagues on the Re-
publican side—and these are my
friends—they said: Oh, yes, JOE, we
want to make sure that people with
preexisting conditions have access;
they cannot be denied.

But guess what the proposal is that
they were going to come forward with.
It would say simply this: We will make
sure insurance companies offer you af-
fordable insurance, but, basically, they
will not have to protect you or insure
you for an existing condition you have
had. So we will basically insure your
entire body, except for the cancer or
the heart condition that you might
have had prior to that. That made no
sense whatsoever.

So they are really not sincere about
coming up with allowing people with
preexisting conditions to have access
to affordable care. That is all we are
doing today.

Right here and right now we have the
opportunity, and we have heard the ob-
jection, and I am so sorry for that. We
could have done the right thing and di-
rectly been involved in defending the
lives of Americans.

I believe that the Texas judge was
wrong in his ruling because we never
removed—even those who voted for the
tax cuts, and I think a lot of people be-
grudgingly did that, looking back on
that—but, with that, it said they re-
moved the mandate. The mandate did
not remove the language of the code of
the law. It removed the money from it,
but it didn’t take the language away.
So I think anybody with any type of
background in the legal process under-
stands that will not hold up in court.
All we have asked for is the right to de-
fend the people we represent.

So I am very sorry for the decision to
object. I really thought that we could
get a unanimous consent agreement
and move forward, and then, really,
you could go out and talk to your con-
stituents and say: I truly am fighting
to make sure that any of you all who
have preexisting conditions—=800,000
West Virginians who have a preexisting
condition—will have affordable access
and cannot be denied and cannot be
overcharged. That is all. Give them a
chance.

I don’t know where you come from,
but where I come from, before we had
any access to healthcare, before there
was a law that forbade insurance com-
panies to charge outrageous prices or
cut people off to say that, basically,
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you have hit your cap and you are no
longer able to be insured—you are too
sick for us to invest any more into
you—they would say: I don’t want to be
a burden to my family.

What a person is telling you, if they
have a preexisting condition is this: I
don’t want to be a burden to my family
because I don’t want to put them in a
position that would be absolutely ruin-
ous for them, put them in bankruptcy;
one of my illnesses could put my fam-
ily in bankruptcy because I cannot buy
nor will the insurance company sell me
insurance, nor can I afford what they
want for it.

That is what we did away with, and
that is where we are going back. We
want to intervene so we do not go back
to those dark ages.

With that, I hope my friends on the
Republican side will reconsider this,
and, as a body, let this move forward to
protect the people of America.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to
join in the remarks of the Senator
from West Virginia, who worked very
hard to make sure we had a resolution
that would allow us to direct the Sen-
ate legal counsel to intervene in the
lawsuit.

Of course, the lawsuit is beyond the
district court. We await what might
happen in an appellate court. But the
best way for anyone in this body to ex-
press their disagreement with the re-
moval of the protections for those who
might have a preexisting condition, if
you believe that those protections
should remain the law of the land as
they are now, then you should, as a
Member of the House or the Senate—
even if you wanted to be in favor and
voted in favor of repealing the Afford-
able Care Act, you could still argue
that in the interest of preserving those
protections, without question, in the
interest of providing certainty to not
just tens of millions of Americans but
many millions more than that who
have these protections in law right
now—did not have those protections
before the Affordable Care Act—if that
is what you believe, you could very
easily say: Let’s preserve them and
make a different argument in this
court case, file a brief, and try to inter-
vene, as you could in this case.

But for some reason around here,
some people think they can have it
both ways. They do television ads and
campaigns or give speeches back home
saying: Oh, don’t worry, I want to pro-
tect and I want to preserve the protec-
tions for preexisting conditions, but at
the same time do nothing about it.

There is no third way here. You are
either in favor of those protections,
maintaining in law the protections for
those who have a preexisting condition,
or you are not. You are either for that
or you are not. If you are for it, I think
you are dutybound to take action to
preserve it.

Right now, these protections are at
risk. They will be in greater jeopardy if
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an appellate court were to agree with
the district court. So I think folks here
have to make a decision: You are ei-
ther for maintaining these protections,
which carries with it a responsibility
to take action to make sure that those
protections are in law—are kept in law,
remain a part of our law—or you have
to go to the other side, which is you
throw up your hands and say: Either I
am not for those protections or I am
not going to do anything about it.

So you have to take action or not. I
think that is true of people in both par-
ties and both Chambers, but when you
consider what is at stake in a State
like Pennsylvania, we have a huge por-
tion of our population—more than 3
million people—who live in rural com-
munities. With 67 counties in Pennsyl-
vania, 48 of them are rural.

A couple years after the Affordable
Care Act passed we saw in Pennsyl-
vania—this is only maybe 2 years ago
now, and I am sure the numbers
haven’t changed that much—we had
about 280,000 people who got their
healthcare through the Affordable Care
Act but lived in those 48 rural counties.
Of the roughly 280,000 who got cov-
erage, 180,000 were in rural commu-
nities. Lots of folks in rural areas are
worried about the protections they got
because they were benefited by Med-
icaid expansion, and the balance of
those got their healthcare through the
exchanges.

If you are in a rural community and
you got healthcare most recently
through the exchanges or even if you
had healthcare prior to 2010 or prior to
the last several years, you have protec-
tions that you didn’t have before. Of
course, in rural communities in Penn-
sylvania, you have even higher inci-
dents in many cases of those who have
an opioid problem. These healthcare
decisions, these healthcare votes that
we cast, these healthcare court cases
have even greater significance in rural
communities—whether it is preexisting
condition protections, whether it is
having the coverage of Medicaid that
allows you to get treatment and serv-
ices for an opioid problem, or whether
you are just dependent on healthcare
because of your own health or that of a
family member, especially children.

I would just make a couple more
points because I know we are limited in
time. Here is some data on the impact
of the Affordable Care Act and what
could happen in some communities in a
State like Pennsylvania that have a
high significant rural population.

We are told in one study that since
2010, 83 percent of rural hospitals have
closed, and 90 percent of these rural
hospitals that closed have been in
States that have not—or have not as of
that time period—expanded Medicaid
when the hospital closed. So we are
talking about a court case that would,
in essence, invalidate the Affordable
Care Act. We are talking about not just
healthcare loss or coverage loss in a
rural community, we are talking about
job loss and devastation.
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In our State, we have something on
the order of 25 rural counties where the
No. 1 or No. 2 employer is a hospital. If
that hospital is badly undermined, if
they can’t make the margins work be-
cause of cuts to Medicaid or the elimi-
nation of Medicaid expansion, as some
around here want to do—not just cut it
but eliminate it—you are going to have
economic devastation in those commu-
nities in addition to healthcare devas-
tation.

The staff of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee has estimated that if the Af-
fordable Care Act were struck down,
which is the effect of this Federal court
case of just last week, 17 million people
would lose coverage next year—17 mil-
lion people in just 1 year.

What we should be doing around
here, in addition to urging a court—or
any court—not to strike it down, is to
have bipartisan hearings for a long
time on lots of ideas. We need at least
weeks of that, if not longer. If there is
one area or one place of consensus
around here, it is that healthcare costs
for too many Americans are too high.
We have to get costs down, and people
in both parties have a lot of work to do
on that.

The second thing we hear back home
and across the country is prescription
drug costs especially are too high for
too many families. Neither party has
done enough on that issue. We have to
get those down as well.

If we focus on the priorities of most
Americans, which is not repealing this
law; it is not throwing out or ending
Medicaid expansion, which helps with
the opioid crisis and helps a lot of our
rural communities especially—what we
would do is focus on the priorities of
the American people: get the cost of
healthcare down, get the cost of pre-
scription drug costs down, and deal
with any other issues that have been
brought to the table for those who care
about improving our healthcare sys-
tem.

If the American people see only a
battle about one side wanting repeal
and the other side working every day
to try to stop that, we are not going to
advance very far on their agenda. Their
agenda is not that fight. Their agenda
is to protect the gains we have, make
sure people don’t lose coverage, and
make sure a much larger portion of the
population—virtually everyone you
know—doesn’t lose protections that
were put into law a couple of years ago.

If we do that and focus on those pri-
orities, I think the American people
will believe we are beginning to do our
job in both parties on healthcare. The
worst thing we can do is go back to the
days when someone with a preexisting
condition was denied coverage or was
charged a higher rate because of that
preexisting condition. We don’t want to
go back to those dark days. We should
insist that we never reverse course on
this issue.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 2644

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to immediate consideration of
Calendar No. 393, S. 2644. I further ask
that the committee-reported substitute
amendment be agreed to, the bill, as
amended, be considered read a third
time and passed, and that the motions
to reconsider be considered made and
laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I rise for
the third time in the past 2 months to
defend the integrity of our political
process by defending the ongoing inves-
tigation led by Special Counsel Robert
Mueller.

The continuity of this investigation
is critical to upholding public trust in
our institutions of government due
both to the substance of the investiga-
tion, the extent to which a foreign gov-
ernment was able to interfere in our
political process, and the principle that
no person—no person, no matter how
high the rank—is above the law.

The investigation has produced re-
sults already, including the indictment
of more than 12 Russian nationals for
interference in the 2016 elections. It
has also led to much knowledge about
what was going on during the period of
2016 and beyond with regard to individ-
uals in the United States. We need to
protect the independence of the special
counsel and allow this crucial inves-
tigation, and any like it in the future,
to run their course.

This particular bill, S. 2644, Special
Counsel Independence and Integrity
Act, was approved by a bipartisan vote
of 2 to 1 in the Judiciary Committee—
14 to 7. We don’t have many votes like
that, the Senator from New Jersey will
attest, in the Judiciary Committee. It
has awaited a floor vote ever since.
That is 9 months—9 months without a
vote on this bipartisan bill that came
out of the Judiciary Committee.

I just asked a moment ago for unani-
mous consent to pass this legislation.
It was objected to for the third time. I
know some of my Republican col-
leagues have some sincere objections
to this bill. Some of them believe a
President must be able to fire anyone
within the executive branch, at any
time, since the President is the head of
it. I understand the constitutional ar-
guments. I know some of my colleagues
hold them sincerely. I would respond
that, if this bill becomes law, the
President still has a key role in over-
seeing the process. There is account-
ability to him. The Constitution re-
quires that there must be.

Under this act, the Attorney General
would still oversee the investigation
and still be able to remove the special
counsel for good cause. So the special
counsel would not be fully insulated
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from Presidential control. The Attor-
ney General who oversees the special
counsel still answers to the President.
This legislation simply adds one layer
of protection to the special counsel and
makes his removal renewable, to make
sure it is for sufficient cause, and it
maintains a significant degree of Presi-
dential control while protecting the
special counsel investigations from
being terminated by a President who
might feel that he or she is under in-
creasing heat.

This bipartisan request today is
timely and necessary. Just last month,
after the midterm elections—for those
of my colleagues who said throughout
the year nobody is being fired, don’t
worry, nothing to see here—the day
after the midterm elections, the Presi-
dent forced his Attorney General to re-
sign after numerous public comments
from the President that the AG should
not have recused himself from the in-
vestigation even though he was a key
player in the 2016 campaign.

It is clear we need to put these pro-
tections in place and send this signal
to the President. Nobody is above the
law. The truth must be told, whatever
it is.

I thank my colleagues on the Judici-
ary Committee, particularly Senator
CooNs and Senator BOOKER, for pushing
this legislation and for insisting that it
be considered on the Senate floor and
for being here today again.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I am
proud to once again join the Senators
from Arizona and New Jersey on the
floor to ask for a vote on the Special
Counsel Independence and Integrity
Act.

We have come three times now to ask
for a vote—just a vote—on this bipar-
tisan legislation to protect the special
counsel and support the rule of law, a
bill which passed the Senate Judiciary
Committee by a vote of 14 to 7, includ-
ing with the support of Chairman
GRASSLEY, to be considered on the
floor.

BEach time we have come here, there
has been an objection from a Repub-
lican colleague. Each time, we have
heard a reason or an excuse—some-
thing like: This legislation just isn’t
needed. The President is not immi-
nently going to fire the special counsel.
To those who believe this bill is still
unnecessary, I could give a thorough
survey of the landscape of recent days,
but let me simply summarize.

There have been a whole series of fil-
ings and actions and developments in
the Mueller investigation that have
made clear that the President or his
National Security Advisor or his per-
sonal attorney lied to the FBI or lied
to the American people, misrepre-
sented the scope and depth of the
President’s business contacts in Russia
during the campaign or misrepresented
to the FBI ongoing contacts with Rus-
sians. This is an effective and ongoing
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Federal investigation that must be al-
lowed to reach its conclusion.

Meanwhile, the President continues
to spread misinformation and under-
mine the investigation into Russian at-
tacks on our election. He recently sug-
gested, with no evidence, that the spe-
cial counsel and his team are bullying
witnesses into lying about collusion,
tweeting, the ‘““‘Angry Mueller Gang of
Dems is viciously telling witnesses to
lie about facts & they will get relief.”

I know many of us have begun to
shrug our shoulders at the President’s
tweets, ignoring the ways in which his
messages publicly undermine the rule
of law or discredit and attack Federal
prosecutors. I know some Members of
this body have proved willing to dis-
miss each new piece of information the
special counsel uncovers as if it is no
big deal.

Folks, this is not politics as usual.
This is not something we should be
sweeping under the rug. This is about
the integrity of our democracy, our na-
tional security, and the President of
the United States.

It is critical that this body dem-
onstrate our ability to come together
in a mature and responsible bipartisan
way to do something about it—mot to
sit by and watch a potential constitu-
tional crisis barreling toward us and
refuse to step up and act.

Our job as Members of the Senate,
sworn to uphold the Constitution, is to
take reasonable, responsible, preven-
tive action to avoid this sort of crisis
that we can see coming. I am so grate-
ful to my colleagues, both Republicans
and Democrats—Senators GRAHAM,
TILLIS, BOOKER, GRASSLEY, FEINSTEIN,
and FLAKE—who have worked to craft
this bill, to get it a hearing, to get it a
vote, and to get it to the floor. Yet I
am so frustrated with those who con-
tinue to block the last step, a vote on
the floor.

Just last night, we saw the broadest
possible coalition of Senators—from
Senator BOOKER and Senator LEE to
Senator DURBIN, Senator GRAHAM, and
Senator GRASSLEY—come to this floor
and lead a successful final vote on
criminal justice reform. If we can do
that, overcoming decades of divisive
politics on race and criminal justice,
why can’t we do this? This cannot wait.
The moment to act is now. The Amer-
ican people deserve an explanation as
to why we can’t act on this most im-
portant point.

Mr. President, before I yield the floor
to my colleague of New Jersey, I want
to conclude with a few words about my
colleague and my friend JEFF FLAKE.
When we look back at the history of
this time, with the hindsight of his-
tory, it is my hope and it is my belief
that Senator FLAKE will be recognized
as someone who put country over party
at a moment when it mattered. He fol-
lows a long line of Republicans whose
mettle has been tested by the turmoil
of their times—names I was raised on,
such as Wendell Willkie, the Repub-
lican’s nominee for President, who
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agreed to support President Roo-
sevelt’s controversial plan to send aid
to Britain at a turning point in World
War II, even though it was the height
of a Presidential campaign. Without
his support, the plan would have failed.
FDR called him a godsend to our coun-
try.

Margaret Chase Smith, of Maine,
stood up to Joe McCarthy in 1950, a
decade later. When she issued her
“Declaration of Conscience,”” she was
just a freshman.

Last, Barry Goldwater, also from Ar-
izona, along with Republican leaders
went to the White House in August of
1974 to make it clear to the President
that he had lost their support and
needed to resign.

I am a proud Democrat, but I know
that no party has a monopoly on cour-
age or conscience. Our system only
works when Members of both parties
take risks for the good of us all. I have
been deeply blessed to serve alongside
and to work with Senator FLAKE. It is
my hope that his example will inspire
others in the Congress ahead to come
together and to meet the demands of
our time—protecting the rule of law,
protecting the investigation of the spe-
cial counsel. Taking up and passing
this law is exactly one of those de-
mands on which he has stood up and for
which I am grateful for his leadership.

With that, I yield to my colleague
from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, I want
to give a lot of gratitude to my col-
league, Senator CooONs of Delaware. He
is not only with us today on this call
for a vote on a bill that was voted out
of this Judiciary Committee in a bipar-
tisan manner, but he is also a cospon-
sor of this legislation and somebody I
have been proud to work with.

I want to thank my colleague JEFF
FLAKE for putting himself so far out
there in pushing for this legislation. It
is a consistent pattern with JEFF
FLAKE. If you know him, you might
know that he and I might disagree on a
lot of policy, but he is one of the people
I have looked up to in the U.S. Senate
as someone who understands the role of
Congress, the article I branch of gov-
ernment—that the powers of Congress
articulated by the Constitution should
be seen as sacrosanct, and that the ero-
sion of these powers or the surren-
dering of these powers to the executive
undermines the very ideals of our Con-
stitution that our government should
be one of checks and balances on
power.

I have seen him step forward and lead
in the manner he is showing today. I
have seen him step forward when it
came to war powers and talking about
the authorization of the use of military
force and speak forcefully in a bipar-
tisan manner with another of my col-
leagues, TiM KAINE, in saying: Hey, we
have to have a system of checks and
balances or the very foundations of
this Republic begin to be undermined.
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If you know his character, you know
he is on the Senate floor because of his
deep belief in this Nation, not just
today but for the tomorrows to come,
and that we must maintain healthy
checks and Dbalances on Executive
power and within our system of govern-
ment.

I am grateful for him to come in his
final hours as a U.S. Senator still push-
ing this idea that there should be
checks and balances, pushing this idea
that there is a bipartisan space to try
to preserve the ideals of this Republic,
pushing this idea that no one—not a
U.S. Senator, not a Congressperson,
not even a President—is above the laws
of this land because in the United
States of America, we believe in the
rule of law.

More than this, we talk about the
Framers, but every generation of peo-
ple who are in these seats in many
ways are stewards of this Republic.
What I respect about my colleague
from Arizona is that he takes that seri-
ously. Something from past Members
in history who have understood that is
that you need to not only make deci-
sions for today but you need to plan for
tomorrow. It is an axiom that I know
all of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle believe: It is better to be pre-
pared for a crisis and not have one than
have a crisis and not be prepared.

I am one to believe that we are com-
ing perilously close to the precipice of
our Nation having a constitutional cri-
sis. There is an investigation going on
that is not a political attack. It is not
a witch hunt—whatever may be seen.
We already have seen this investiga-
tion through a consensus of our intel-
ligence community that is inves-
tigating an attack on our Nation. It is
something that people from both par-
ties have spoken about—the impor-
tance of having an independent inves-
tigation. It is something that an ap-
pointee of the President, Jeff Sessions,
has said we need to make sure the in-
vestigation is independent and beyond
reproach.

That investigation has already yield-
ed many indictments. It has yielded
guilty pleas, and that investigation
should be able to continue. There are
some people who say: Hey, there is no
threat to that investigation, but I am a
big believer that if someone shows you
who they are or tells you who they are,
believe them.

We have a President right now who is
attacking this investigation—the very
legitimacy of this investigation—and
he is acting like someone who believes
this investigation shouldn’t be going
on at all. I believe that it may not hap-
pen, and we may not end up with a con-
stitutional crisis, but if one comes, we
should be prepared.

How are we to be prepared? Not by
some partisan radical idea, but by a
very sobered measured step that is em-
bodied in the legislation that we are
calling for right now—to have a modest
check and balance on a President’s
power to end an investigation and dis-
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miss the special counsel. That is what
this is all about. It is a modest step of
judicial review that could prevent not
just a crisis that might happen next
month or next year but 20 years from
now, 30 years from now, 50 years from
now. It is in line with what this body
has done in the past of providing a
check and balance on Executive power.

We have called yet again, for the
third time, for a vote, and a third time
we have not been granted a vote on the
Senate floor or granted unanimous
consent.

I am grateful to be standing with my
colleagues for the third time. My hope
is that in the fashion we have seen on
this floor of recent, that we can work
together to ensure we have a check and
balance on Presidential power, to en-
sure the ideal of this Nation of equal
justice for all, and to ensure that we
can have a country where no one is
above the law.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, to con-
clude, I thank my colleagues for their
kind words. I thank them for taking
their jobs seriously and that they
would continue to do this.

I say to our President: This is not a
witch hunt. Russia attempted to inter-
fere in our elections, and they will con-
tinue to make that attempt.

We are seeking truth here, and that
is what the special counsel is doing,
and he needs to be protected. We need
to be better prepared for future elec-
tions. That is what this is about.

As the Senator from New Jersey just
said, this is based on the principle that
no one—no one, however high and
mighty, whatever position they hold—
is above the law.

With that, I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

—————
TRIBUTE TO CLAIRE McCASKILL

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I re-
turn to the floor to conclude saying
good-bye to Members of our caucus
who will not be returning to this
Chamber next year. Last, but certainly
not least, to me and to so many of us,
is my dear, dear friend, the Senator
from Missouri—as she says it—CLAIRE
MCCASKILL.

It should come as no surprise to any-
one that the Senator from Missouri
found her way into politics. She got
her start early. Growing up in a family
that was actively involved in govern-
ment and politics, CLAIRE was not
given the option to avoid subjects of
national debate. When CLAIRE was 7
years old, she was sent door to door on
Halloween, saying: Trick or treat; vote
for JFK.

Soon, politics wasn’t just a passion
passed down but a passion of her own.
In high school, CLAIRE launched a
stealth campaign to become home-
coming queen. In the tradition of her
school, the football team picked the
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winner. So CLAIRE befriended all the
linemen—doing small favors, arranging
dates—knowing there would be more of
them than any other position. Guess
what. She won, not because she skated
by on popularity—although she was al-
ways popular—but because she put in
the work. She was tenacious and tac-
tical, qualities she would take from
high school politics into the politics of
the wider and older world.

That is how, as a Democrat in a
State already becoming more conserv-
ative during her youth, CLAIRE would
g0 on to represent Missouri at nearly
every level of government. As a pros-
ecutor, in the State house, as State
auditor, and, eventually, for 12 amaz-
ingly wonderful and productive years
as Senator.

I was chair of the Democratic Senate
Campaign Committee in 2005. CLAIRE
was just coming off a difficult loss in
the Governor’s race, after which she
“drank a lot of red wine and ate too
many cookies,” by her own typical
frank admission. I had heard so much
about her that I flew to London to
meet with CLAIRE and her dear husband
Joe about a possible Senate race. Al-
most immediately, I was struck by the
force of her personality.

She is a whirlwind. As CLAIRE’S
mother, Betty Anne, said of her, ‘“‘In-
tegrity, independence, and guts—that’s
what CLAIRE MCCASKILL is made of.”
Everyone who meets CLAIRE can see
that from the get-go. By the end of din-
ner, I was so eager for CLAIRE to run
that I did something I almost never do.
I paid for dinner. I have never been
more glad that I did because CLAIRE be-
came an exceptional Senator and one
of my closest friends, not just here in
the Senate but in life. A moderate at
heart, CLAIRE had a knack for finding
compromise between our two parties—
a theme among many of our departing
Members.

She worked across the aisle with
Senator COLLINS to protect seniors
from financial scams. She worked to
fight for victims of opioid addiction,
working with Republicans on taking on
the big pharmaceutical companies that
were funneling money to organizations
to promote their own dangerous prod-
ucts.

In the tradition of her political idol,
Harry Truman, she took a seat on the
Armed Services Committee and fought
fiercely for our veterans and our mili-
tary.

Her hearings on the waste, fraud, and
abuse of military contractors ushered
in long-overdue reforms to military
contracting, increasing transparency
and accountability.

Almost every issue that CLAIRE got
her teeth into, she never let go and al-
ways succeeded. She was amazing as a
Senator.

Of course, CLAIRE wasn’t just prag-
matic. One of the reasons we love her is
that she is both pragmatic and prin-
cipled and combines those two in a
unique way.

I will never forget the vote on the
Dreamers. CLAIRE was seated in a seat
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back there. She was a more junior
Member. She knew that voting to bring
the Dreamers home—a pathway to citi-
zenship and living here in America—
could mean the end of her election. She
said that to me. But she said: I cannot
vote against them. And we walked
down the aisle together, tears stream-
ing down her cheeks, and, of course,
she voted yes.

The Senate has its fair share of
dealmakers. It has its fair share of
principled fighters as well. But rarely,
rarely, rarely is a Senator so adept at
both. That is our CLAIRE MCCASKILL.

We will miss far more, of course,
than CLAIRE the Senator. So many of
us will miss CLAIRE the person. When
she has something to say to you, she
does not hold back. Believe me—I
know. I have been called just about
every name in the book by CLAIRE
McCASKILL, and each time, it rang
true, but I didn’t mind it because I
know it was done with both affection
and a desire to make me better and do
a better job. And I can say this: What-
ever job I am doing here as leader is in
significant part because of CLAIRE
McCCASKILL’s loving but pointed criti-
cisms. I will miss them so much.

She is amazing. I am not the only
one she criticized, and I am not the
only one she criticized using the words
that came right to her mouth. They
say they used to keep a swear jar on
her desk in the Missouri Legislature. I
would be surprised if they didn’t keep a
few lined up along the whole desk.

But as much as CLAIRE can some-
times criticize you in a pointed way,
she can also make you laugh. She said
her father insisted on two things: that
she learn the rules of football and how
to tell a good joke. That, she did. And
more than that, she can tell a good
joke at her own expense. That is just
one of many reasons she was so well
liked in this Chamber by Democrats
and Republicans.

It is rare you can find someone who
speaks her mind so directly and yet be
so loved. That is one of the many
uniquenesses of this wonderful lady,
CLAIRE MCCASKILL. And I am not the
only one who felt that way. After a
farewell address in this Chamber, the
line of Senators to say a few words
about CLAIRE was long, and it wasn’t
just on our side of the aisle.

I could go on about Senator McCAS-
KILL for quite a while, but I am sure
she is already telling me that I am get-
ting longwinded. So let me close with
this: When CLAIRE was 9 years old, her
father took her to the annual Jackson
Day dinner in Springfield, MO, to hear
the big political speeches on offer that
year. After all, this was a famous
venue that had hosted the giants of
American politics—William Jennings
Bryan, Harry Truman, JFK.

Well, guess who delivered the closing
address at the Jackson Day dinner this
year. CLAIRE MCCASKILL, whose impact
on her State and her country, as well
as on the Senate and on so many of us,
belongs in the same category as those
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distinguished names and will live on
just as long.

CLAIRE, we are going to miss you so.
I will, the Senate will, Missouri will,
and America will. I wish you and Joe
and your wonderful family all the hap-
piness in your next endeavors.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

——
LETTER OF RESIGNATION

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I am in-
formed that it is necessary for me to
insert into the RECORD of the pro-
ceedings the resignation letter that I
sent to Governor Doug Ducey of Ari-
zona on December 12, 2018; therefore, I
ask unanimous consent that this letter
be printed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
December 12, 2018.
Hon. DouG DUCEY,
Governor of the State of Arizona,
Phoeniz, Arizona.

DEAR GOVERNOR DUCEY: Thank you again
for appointing me to the U.S. Senate to fill
the vacancy created by John McCain’s death.
It has been an honor and a privilege to again
serve the people of Arizona.

When I accepted your appointment, I
agreed to complete the work of the 115th
Congress and then reevaluate continuing to
serve. I have concluded that it would be best
if I resign so that your new appointee can
begin the new term with all other Senators
in January 2019 and can serve a full two (po-
tentially four) years.

Therefore, I will resign from the U.S. Sen-
ate effective 11:59 pm EST December 31, 2018.

Respectfully,
JON KYL,
United States Senator.

——
REMEMBERING JOHN McCAIN

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the other
thing I would like to do this afternoon
is to very briefly report to my col-
leagues and to constituents back home
on some things which my predecessor,
Senator McCain, was working on at the
time of his untimely death and which
his staff and I have continued to work
on and, in several cases, have brought
to successful conclusion. I want people
to know about these items and what we
have been able to accomplish.

I first want to thank the members of
his staff who wanted to stay in the
service of the government and the
State of Arizona and were willing to
take a position in my office, as a result
of which, we were able to really have a
seamless transition from some of the
things Senator McCain was working on
and my ability to continue to do so.

One of the first things of which I was
aware but not really aware of the depth
that he had taken it is a new relation-
ship in the State of Arizona among the
three pillars representing the defense
establishment in our country and spe-
cifically in the State of Arizona. These
are, first of all, our military installa-
tions—Arizona is blessed to have a lot
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of military installations; secondly, the
defense industries—again, Arizona is
the home to many important defense
industries serving all of our branches
of the military; and finally, the com-
munities that support both of those
elements of our establishment.

As a result, I had the opportunity to
meet throughout the State with the
groups that Senator McCain had helped
to nurture and to create—in particular,
a group in Tucson and Southern Ari-
zona, including Yuma, called the
Southern Arizona Defense Alliance; in
Flagstaff and Northern Arizona, the
Northern Arizona Military Affairs
Council; and in Central Arizona, Mari-
copa County and the Phoenix environs,
the Mesa Industry and Defense Council.

Meeting with the representatives of
all three components of our military
society and hearing about the suc-
cesses they had in working with each
other and in providing a real synergy
that benefited them all just reminded
me again of how important Senator
McCain’s leadership was to the State of
Arizona and to our national security.

I wanted to mention that today and
to let everyone know that I will be
passing on to my successor the advice
that these councils continue to need to
be supported and nurtured by the Sen-
ators from the State of Arizona, as well
as the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

A second thing that John McCain
was involved in as part of his activities
as chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee was the creation—a
couple years ago—in the Defense au-
thorization bill of a national commis-
sion to advise the Secretary of Defense
on the strategy for the United States
and to report back to Congress—and
specifically the Armed Services Com-
mittee—on their conclusions.

This bill created the National De-
fense Strategy Commission, comprised
of 12 members, 3 of whom were ap-
pointed by the chairman and the rank-
ing member—each—of the Senate
Armed Services Committee and the
House Armed Services Committee.

I was privileged to have been ap-
pointed by Senator McCain to serve on
that Commission, and I did for approxi-
mately a year. My service there ended
as we finished our report. Before it was
signed, while it was still being edited,
he passed away, and I was appointed to
serve in his stead. So I have had the
unique opportunity to both help write
the report and then be a member of the
Armed Services Committee, on which
he sat, to receive the report and to
question the cochairmen of that Com-
mission, Ambassador Eric Edelman and
ADM Gary Roughead, Retired.

I think the importance of this Com-
mission report reflects what Senator
McCain hoped to achieve, and that is a
bipartisan consensus, a unanimous re-
port which provides advice to the Sec-
retary of Defense and will provide ad-
vice to both the House and the Senate.

As I said, there has already been a
hearing before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I know the House
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committee is going to invite members
of the Commission to brief it as well.

It is my hope that the recommenda-
tions of this bipartisan Commission
will be followed by the Congress and by
the President and the Secretary of De-
fense because I think they represent
some very strong conclusions about
what is necessary to emhance our na-
tional security.

A third thing Senator McCain wanted
to do as chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee was to hold a series of
hearings or briefings before the com-
mittee that focused on the advances in
technology that were having and can
have an important impact on our na-
tional security—in many cases, on the
kinds of things that we acquire in sup-
port of our military superiority, things
like hypersonics and artificial intel-
ligence, super-advanced computing,
cyber technology, and the like.

After speaking with the chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Committee
now, Senator INHOFE, it is my under-
standing that he, in fact, has a plan to
carry out this legacy of Senator
McCain and hold a series of briefings
early next year on all of these techno-
logical issues so that our Members will
be better able to evaluate the kinds of
things that will help our military have
superiority in the future. I am happy
to have had some small part to play in
advancing that.

There were a couple of other more
specific things that Senator McCain
didn’t work on but which bear his
name that I wanted to mention.

One, I cosponsored and helped secure
passage of S. 2827, which was a bill to
reauthorize the Morris K. Udall and
Stewart L. Udall Foundation at the
University of Arizona. This was some-
thing that Senator McCain helped to
create and to foster throughout his ca-
reer. But I am also pleased to announce
that this legislation names the founda-
tion’s environmental conflict resolu-
tion center after the late Senator John
McCain. I am pleased to make that an-
nouncement here.

There is one other item that we are
continuing to try to accomplish in Sen-
ator McCain’s name. We are not across
the finish line yet, but we hope to get
there. That is something called the 21st
Century Conservation Service Corps
Act, S. 1403. This bill carries the name
of Senator McCain, and it was one of
his favorite projects. It expands vol-
unteerism in our national parks and
public lands.

I can tell you that while John
McCain came to Arizona having lived
in many other places of the world and
in the United States, primarily as a re-
sult of his service in the Navy, he ac-
quired a love for the State of Arizona
which is unequalled among all of us
who have been there for a very long
time. He loved the beauty of the State,
the ruggedness of it, the incredible va-
riety in the flora and fauna. When I
would visit John and Cindy’s home in
the Sedona area, I could always count
on being taken on a hike around the
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perimeter of the property to show me
all of the interesting things he had dis-
covered over the last several months,
including where the hawks live and
where the owls live and where they
found the rattlesnakes and all of the
other things that pleased him to be a
part of that environment.

So we are hopeful that we can get
this Service Corps Act passed, if not in
the latter part of this session, at least
perhaps early next year.

I want my colleagues to know that
although Senator McCain passed away
in the early part of his Senate term, he
was working on a lot of things that his
staff and I wanted to continue to move
forward, and I am just pleased we have
been able to move these items forward
and wanted my colleagues to appre-
ciate that, as well as his friends and
constituents in the State of Arizona.

I thank my colleagues here who
helped to make some of these things
possible and urge that they continue to
focus on the one item of unfinished
business that can perhaps be accom-
plished next year.

I conclude by thanking the Governor
of the State of Arizona for appointing
me to serve for part of the remainder of
Senator McCain’s term. It has been a
great honor and privilege for me to
again serve the people of the State of
Arizona, particularly to succeed my
friend and colleague John McCain.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
going to be here on another matter in
a moment, but I wanted to add my
thanks to the great work that Senator
KYL has done.

I remember coming here as a fresh-
man Senator in early 2009, and JON KYL
was one of the people who was Kind
enough to take me in. We didn’t always
agree. I still remember a very famous
battle over slots at National Airport.
But JoN KYL has always been someone
I have enormous respect for. I think
Senators on both sides of the aisle have
respect for him, and we very much ap-
preciate his willingness to come back
into service, fulfilling part of the ten-
ure of his dear friend, Senator McCain.

I know enough about JoN KYL to
know that, shall I say, his livelihood
prior to coming back into the Senate
was quite good, and his willingness to
give that up to serve Arizona and the
country is a real tribute to the indi-
vidual and the patriot he is. We will all
miss him, and I wish him all the best
going forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I want to
add my thanks to my colleague from
Arizona. I came to speak on something
else, and I will say this: If there is one
individual I have tried to emulate since
the day I came to the U.S. Senate, it
has been JON KYL. He represented Ari-
zona well, but, more importantly, he
represented the Kyl name well. JON, I
am grateful that you would come back
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for this short period. Godspeed as you
leave.

——
NOMINATION OF WILLIAM R.
EVANINA
Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I rise

today—and it was my intent to ask
unanimous consent with my colleague,
the vice chairman of the Intelligence
Committee—for the Senate to confirm
Bill Evanina as Director of the Na-
tional Counterintelligence and Secu-
rity Center.

Bill has served our Nation for over 23
years, including service as a super-
visory special agent and assistant sec-
tion chief with the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Prior to joining the
NCSC, Bill served as the chief of coun-
terespionage at the CIA.

Bill has served honorably as the Di-
rector of the NSC since June of 2014,
before the position required Senate
confirmation, necessitating a vote by
the U.S. Senate. Here is a guy who has
served for 3% years, and we changed
the statute and said that this is a posi-
tion that the Senate needs to confirm
in the future, and, all of a sudden, the
same guy who has been there is now
being held up.

Intelligence threats facing our Na-
tion are numerous. They are growing,
and they are significant. Bill is experi-
enced, professional, and understands
the threats through real world experi-
ence. We need a Director who can ably
lead our Nation’s counterintelligence
security activities during a period of
unprecedented threats. We need some-
one who can actively and effectively
engage and educate the private sector
on the threats—something Bill has
done time and again.

Director Evanina was unanimously
approved by the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence in May, and it is
time this body moved forward. We can-
not continue to let politics or non-
germane issues get in the way of con-
firming good people.

I ask this body to confirm Bill
Evanina as Director of the National
Counterintelligence Security Center
without further delay.

I yield to my vice chairman of the
Intel Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I want
to join with the chairman of the com-
mittee and basically echo what he has
said.

Bill Evanina is a true professional. I
have had a chance to work with him
for a number of years in my role on the
Intelligence Committee and, more re-
cently, as vice chair. Let me cite one
example.

Outside of his lane—not a duty as re-
quired—Bill has been a consistent voice
in raising concerns about the chal-
lenges and threats that are posed by
China. As a matter of fact, the chair-
man and I were recently in Austin, and
Bill came down and gave one of the
most powerful briefs I have heard,



S7854

which he has done a number of times
for the committee and increasingly for
the business community, talking in an
honest, straightforward way about the
security threats, the intellectual prop-
erty theft, the host of concerns that
confront our country by China.

Bill Evanina is one of those rare pub-
lic servants, and I don’t think—as the
chairman has pointed out, since he re-
ceived unanimous confirmation from
the Intelligence Committee—that
there is any question about his service,
any question about his temperament,
any question about his ability to do
the job—no partisan challenges to him,
as the chairman has mentioned. He has
served in his current position for 3%
years.

We do him and other intelligence
professionals a disservice when they
are arbitrarily held up for confirma-
tion, not because of a substantive issue
that this individual may have per-
formed or not performed but because of
a totally extraneous issue.

My intent today, along with the
chairman, was to ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the Ex-
ecutive Calendar nomination, getting
Bill Evanina permanently confirmed to
this job. He is an individual who, if we
are not careful and don’t act on soon,
may decide to take his extraordinary
professional skills and find much high-
er remuneration in the private sector
rather than serving our country.

I am not going to ask for that UC
today in deference to one of our col-
leagues who has lodged an objection to
the nomination. It is my hope that be-
fore the end of this session, the chair-
man and I will come to the floor one
more time and make this request.

I implore the Member who has a chal-
lenge against Mr. Evanina, again, not
based on his performance, not based on
his politics, not based on any profes-
sionalism he brings to this job—my
hope is that the Member will reflect
and decide to remove this extraneous
objection and allow this great profes-
sional to be confirmed to a position he
has already served in for the last 3%
years.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

—————

TRIBUTE TO DEPARTING
SENATORS

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I want to
take a moment to salute my colleagues
who are departing the Senate at the
conclusion of the 115th Congress: BOB
CORKER of Tennessee, JEFF FLAKE of
Arizona, ORRIN HATCH of Utah, HEIDI
HEITKAMP of North Dakota, DEAN
HELLER of Nevada, JOE DONNELLY of In-
diana, CLAIRE MCCASKILL of Missouri,
BILL NELSON of Florida, and JON KYL of
Arizona. All of these Members have
dedicated themselves to serving their
constituents, their States, and our
country. The institution of the Senate
and the Nation as a whole are stronger
because of their service and commit-
ment.
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I have been privileged to serve with
each and every one of them and want
to spend a few moments thanking each
of them for the wisdom and experience
they brought to their work and for
their friendship.

BoB CORKER and I worked on many
foreign policy matters together, given
my role as ranking member on the
Armed Services Committee and his as
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee. I have appreciated BOB’s
willingness to reach across the aisle in
an attempt to remove barriers to gain-
ing bipartisan cooperation on bills and
other policy matters. I also appreciate
how much BOB was willing to speak his
mind and stand up to administrations
of his party and of my party over the
last several years, particularly with re-
spect to his very astute analysis of the
situation with Russia and other major
issues confronting the United States
today.

He has long focused on international
development and human rights, causes
I have been glad to support alongside
him, including a joint resolution, Sup-
porting a Diplomatic Solution in
Yemen and Condemning the Murder of
Jamal Khashoggi; for promoting eco-
nomic growth in developing countries
through U.S. business investment in
the recently enacted BUILD Act; and
consistently fighting to end modern
slavery.

We also served together on the Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs Com-
mittee. Here, too, he spent his time
reaching across the aisle, trying to find
constructive solutions, and informing
our work on issues ranging from finan-
cial system reforms to housing finance.

We will miss his bipartisan spirit,
and I wish BOB only the best as he
leaves the Senate.

I have also had the privilege and
pleasure to join with JEFF FLAKE in
many moments; last week, we were at
an event together honoring the late
Senator John McCain. He reminisced
about the times he worked with John
on key policies that aimed to put our
country over party politics.

He worked hard to resolve tough
issues like immigration reform and
protecting the special counsel inves-
tigation, and his preferred route to ad-
dressing these challenges was not to in-
crease the heated rhetoric but to turn
down the volume of the debate, so all
sides could be heard and so the Senate
could try to move forward in a rational
and bipartisan way.

Just as with BoB CORKER, JEFF’S ap-
proach will be missed in this body. I
hope others on both sides of the aisle
will recognize what they have done and
take up their mantle.

ORRIN HATCH has long served the peo-
ple of Utah with distinction as chair-
man of three committees: Finance, Ju-
diciary and what was once called the
Labor Committee but is now the HELP
Committee. He worked across the aisle
to pass landmark laws, often with his
friend Senator Ted Kennedy. He was in-
strumental in passing critical laws,
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like expanding access to healthcare for
children through the CHIP program
and providing help to those suffering
with HIV/AIDS through the Ryan
White CARE Act.

I was pleased to have the opportunity
to work with him in 2005, 2010, and 2015
to reauthorize the Stem Cell Thera-
peutic and Research Act, to build upon
and improve the National Marrow
Donor Program and the National Cord
Blood Inventory to better treat dis-
eases and expand access to lifesaving
therapies.

Most recently, he helped enact the
Music Modernization Act, which I
know meant a lot to him, given his
own musical interests and talents.

He ends his service here as the Sen-
ate’s President pro tempore. I wish him
health and happiness in his retirement.
I think his retirement will be just as
active as his days in the U.S. Senate,
given his personality and also given his
determination to serve wherever he is.

HEIDI HEITKAMP, as she put it ‘“‘beat
the odds” to get here. A breast cancer
survivor, the lesson she learned from
that experience is to use the time she
has been given for ‘‘good and noble pur-
poses.” She ‘‘chose for good or for bad
to come to the United States Senate”
and has served a noble purpose with
noble action.

We are so grateful that she did. HEIDI
has been a tireless champion of North
Dakota throughout her time in the
Senate. She worked hard to advance
opportunities for Native Americans
and veterans, to boost funding for flood
protection, and to secure the northern
border, to name just a few.

She and I worked together on the
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
Committee. Most recently, I was par-
ticularly appreciative of her insight on
proxy access and her support for my
legislation on this matter, S. 3614, the
Corporate Governance Fairness Act.

HEIDI has also been a relentless advo-
cate for a functioning Export-Import
Bank, an issue critical to many North
Dakotans. Her voice and insight will be
missed on this issue and so many oth-
ers that come before the banking com-
mittee.

In addition, over the last 2 years,
HEIDI has taken on the issue of mater-
nal mortality rates in our country.
More women in the United States die
from pregnancy-related complications
than in most developed nations, and
the number is increasing. This has im-
pacted so many families in North Da-
kota and across the country, and HEIDI
has worked across the aisle to put
forth solutions. In the coming days, we
expect President Trump to sign into
law her legislation, which I was privi-
leged to cosponsor, to help address this
issue. I salute her and wish her the
best.

DEAN HELLER and I worked together
with a great deal of energy and com-
mitment when both of our States and
our Nation were in deep crisis in the
aftermath of the Great Recession. Ne-
vada and Rhode Island took turns hav-
ing the sad distinction of the highest
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unemployment levels in the country.
We worked to ensure extensions of
emergency unemployment assistance
in order to provide relief to Americans
who lost their jobs through no fault of
their own.

Our work together was of great im-
portance, and I wish him the best in all
of his future endeavors.

I want to turn my attention to three
Members I had the privilege to work
with and serve with on the Armed
Services Committee.

JOE DONNELLY has been the ranking
member of the Strategic Forces Sub-
committee. He chose this position be-
cause of the Navy’s installation in In-
diana called the Naval Surface Warfare
Center—Crane. This installation serves
as the primary engineering center for
the Navy’s Strategic Systems Pro-
gram, which manages our fleet of bal-
listic missile weapons systems. I had
the chance to join Joe on a visit, and I
was most impressed with their capa-
bilities but more impressed with his
tireless efforts to ensure that this fa-
cility—and indeed all of Indiana—had
the very best.

In addition to ensuring our men and
women in uniform have the resources
and tools they need—like those manu-
factured in Crane—JOE has always been
concerned about caring for veterans
and is a well-known advocate for sui-
cide prevention programs. Indeed, it
was his legislation, more than any oth-
ers, that helped establish a program to
assist veterans and to assist Active-
Duty personnel who are coping with su-
icidal tendencies. That was something
JOE did with great passion and great
commitment and great success.

JOE assumed the seat that Senator
Richard Lugar previously held and car-
ried on the legacy of Senator Lugar’s
Cooperative Threat Reduction Program
into the future, which today continues
to secure stocks of nuclear, chemical,
and biological agents around the world.
His work on reducing stockpiles of
these dangerous weapons is a critical
component of making the world safer
for generations to come.

JOE DONNELLY has done great work
here, and I wish him well. He is a gen-
tleman and someone I admire and re-
spect immensely.

I have also been extremely proud to
serve alongside CLAIRE MCCASKILL on
the Armed Services Committee. Claire
has been a leader of the Senate effort
to prevent and respond to sexual as-
sault in our military. She was a prin-
cipal cosponsor of the Victims Protec-
tion Act, a bipartisan package of re-
forms that represent a substantial leap
forward in preventing and responding
to sexual assaults in the military. It is
a testament to CLAIRE’s determination
and hard work that these laws are in
place, but, also, she was the first to
recognize that our work is not done.
She was continually involved in ensur-
ing that whatever legislative initia-
tives we passed were actually imple-
mented. That work is ongoing, and
CLAIRE’s efforts have given us a strong
foundation to continue those efforts.
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In addition to the Victims Protection
Act, CLAIRE led the effort to reform
management of Arlington National
Cemetery to address significant prob-
lems with the burials of servicemem-
bers and helped to establish a single
agency responsible for POW-MIA recov-
ery and accounting efforts.

CLAIRE has also worked tirelessly to
end wasteful wartime contracting prac-
tices, following in the footsteps of an-
other Missouri Senator and one of her
political heroes, President Harry S.
Truman. CLAIRE has been a steadfast
advocate for oversight throughout her
career, and her work to root out waste
and strengthen accountability has
made a difference in how effectively
the government works for the Amer-
ican people.

Again, I wish her well in the future
and know it will be a future that is
also committed to service to others.

BILL NELSON has been a close and
valued colleague for many years in the
Armed Services Committee. He is the
only Senator to have flown in space
and, as a result, has been our acknowl-
edged expert, to both Republicans and
Democrats, on matters pertaining to
space. His knowledge of military and
civilian space issues was particularly
important during our debate on replac-
ing the Russian RD-180 rocket engine,
which is used in a number of national
security launches, with a U.S. variant.
That debate, along with his leadership
on NASA reauthorization legislation,
has introduced competition for space
launch to a wide array of new compa-
nies. As a nation, we are much better
off for his efforts. Because of Senator
NELSON’s leadership, we now have a vi-
brant and entrepreneurial launch and
satellite industry that reaches well
outside the traditional national secu-
rity realm and is lowering the cost of
access to space.

Recently, he took on the cyber mis-
sion as the ranking member on the Cy-
bersecurity Subcommittee. His steady
hand was integral in guiding this new
subcommittee during a time in which
we face countless cyber threats. We
will miss his knowledge and leadership
as we debate pressing issues of our na-
tional security in the next Congress
and Congresses to come.

He has also done able work as the
lead Democrat on the Commerce Com-
mittee, fighting for consumers. And, as
a strong advocate for stricter gun con-
trol legislation, we worked together on
the 3D Printed Gun Safety Act of 2018
and on the Extreme Risk Protection
Order and Violence Prevention Act.

I also want to thank him for his lead-
ership in enacting the Military Lend-
ing Act in 2006, which caps the annual
interest rate for an extension of con-
sumer credit to a servicemember or his
or her dependents at 36 percent. Be-
cause of his efforts, servicemembers
and their families have strong con-
sumer protections that defend them
against unscrupulous lenders who
unpatriotically prey upon them while
they are selflessly and courageously
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defending our Nation. He has done a re-
markable job because this legislation
truly does protect our protectors—
those men and women who serve over-
seas—so0 they are not taken advantage
of here, back at home.

I enjoyed our time serving together
and wish him the best as he goes for-
ward. He is a great American.

Finally, I would like to recognize
Senator JON KyL. I thank JoON for his
willingness to serve again following the
passing of Senator John McCain.

I had the privilege of serving with
him in his prior stint in this body. He
served for many years in Republican
leadership, including as minority whip.
He was also a longstanding member of
the Finance Committee. I was not on
this committee, but given my advocacy
for extending unemployment insur-
ance—for which there was a critical
need at the time—I did have a chance
to serve with him on the Conference
Committee for the Middle Class Tax
Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012.

It was a pleasure to serve with him.
He is a man of principle, a man of great
decency and dignity, someone who has
honored the Senate with his service,
honored Arizona with his service, and
makes us all very proud to know him.
It was indeed a pleasure to serve, all
too briefly, with him as a member of
the Armed Services Committee.

I would like to thank him for his
service and wish him well as he leaves
this body once more. To all my col-
leagues, I give them my greatest re-
spect and admiration for their service
to their States, to the Senate, and to
the United States of America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. My friend from Ne-
braska, Senator SASSE, tells me he has
remarks that will take approximately 2
minutes. I have remarks that will fol-
low that will take somewhat longer
than 2 minutes.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator SASSE be allowed to speak before
me and that I might speak afterward
for such time as I will consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nebraska.

————
CONSTITUTION DAY ESSAYS

Mr. SASSE. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi for yielding to me.

Mr. President, I rise to highlight the
work of some truly impressive Ne-
braska high school students. In Sep-
tember, to celebrate Constitution Day,
my office offered a challenge to high
schoolers in my State to submit essays
describing ‘‘The Relationship Between
the Declaration of Independence and
the U.S. Constitution.” We received
contributions from across Nebraska
from students in public, private, and
home schools.

Today, I am pleased to announce the
three winners: Ingrid Williamsen from
Logan View Senior High School in the
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First Congressional District; Patrick

Collins from the AP U.S. History Class

at Mount Michael Benedictine in Elk-

horn in the Second Congressional Dis-
trict; and Kate Pipher from Nebraska

Christian School in Central City in the

Third Congressional District.

The lessons these three Nebraska
students can teach us are enduringly
relevant not only for other high
schoolers but in this body today. I
would like to read briefly from each of
their essays.

Ingrid Williamsen wrote:

The Constitution was put in place so that
the rights and liberties laid out in the Dec-
laration of Independence could be enforced.
It puts limits on the government so that the
government cannot infringe on the rights of
the people. It gives the new government the
power to guarantee the liberty of all the peo-
ple. Both functions are directly tied to the
Declaration.

In her essay, Kate Pipher wrote:

The Founding Fathers adopted a humble
posture to both their Creator and a great hu-
manity. They understood they did not pos-
sess the power to redefine the rights of man.
Their role was to defend, discover, and reveal
those rights for the citizens. The Constitu-
tion’s goal is to protect the inalienable
rights of every individual Image-Bearer that
the Declaration of Independence lays out.

Finally, in his essay, Patrick Collins
referenced Abraham Lincoln’s ‘“‘Frag-
ment on the Constitution” and de-
clared that the Constitution is ‘‘the sil-
ver frame that protects the golden
apple of the Declaration of Independ-
ence. . . . Thus, the Constitution is in-
deed a structural embodiment of those
famous Truths which we held then and
hold now to be self-evident.”

I am grateful to have received so
many great essays from students
across Nebraska. I thank all of them
for their work. It is clear to me that
not only their classmates but Wash-
ington and this body can learn some
Schoolhouse Rock Civics from Ne-
braska high school kids.

I would like to congratulate Ingrid,
Kate, and Patrick.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD
their full essays.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DECLARA-
TION OF INDEPENDENCE AND THE CONSTITU-
TION

INGRID WILLIAMSON—LOGAN VIEW SENIOR HIGH
The Declaration of Independence and The

Constitution are very separate but closely

related documents. They are quite similar in

many ways and work together to form the
backbone of the United States.

The Declaration of Independence was writ-
ten to justify the Colonies independence
from Great Britain. It goes further and sets
forth the principals and ideas for a fair new
government. The Constitution outlines how
the new government would function and en-
force the rights in the Declaration.

The Declaration of Independence was de-
signed and drafted to justify the Colonies
breaking away from Great Brittan. The Dec-
laration made clear promises as to the lib-
erties that should be given to all men, that
all men are created equal, and that everyone
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has the right to life, liberty and the pursuit
of happiness. The Declaration set limits on
the government to ensure these rights are
inevitable and never taken away by the gov-
ernment.

The Constitution was put in place so that
the rights and liberties laid out in the Dec-
laration of Independence could be enforced.
It is the document that sets forth how the
new government will function. It puts limits
on the government so that it cannot infringe
upon the rights of the people. It gives the
new government the power to guarantee the
liberty of all the people. Both functions are
directly tied to the Declaration.

The Declaration of Independence will re-
main the same as it is now, it cannot be
changed. This makes it a purely historical
document. The Constitution is a living docu-
ment and has been and can be amended. This
was by design and allows both documents to
better protect the natural rights of all.

The relationship between the two docu-
ments, the Declaration of Independence and
the Constitution, is one that cannot be bro-
ken. Without either of them, the history and
future of the United States would have a
much different blueprint. They are two of
the most important and endearing docu-
ments in the history of the United States.
Chief Justice Warren Burger once said, ‘‘The
Declaration of Independence was the prom-
ise, The Constitution was the fulfillment’’.
The Declaration of Independence would be an
unfulfilled promise had the Constitution not
been put in place.

KATE PIPHER—NEBRASKA CHRISTIAN

The Declaration of Independence and The
Constitution of the United States of America
share a substantial relationship because they
both outline basic truths for The American
People that have caused our country to
thrive. To begin, the Founding Fathers argue
that all rights come from a Creator, not a
fallible government. Then they conclude
that the purpose of the American govern-
ment is to secure these God-given rights.

The Declaration of Independence recog-
nizes there are Laws of Nature that God es-
tablished. These laws are principles for what
is just, right, and true. They state that all
people have equal standing and dignity be-
fore God. Because certain truths are self-evi-
dent, citizens carry responsibility to self-
govern. They are accountable to more than a
man-made government, they are accountable
to a Sovereign God.

The authors of both documents recognized
they were discovering, not defining the in-
alienable rights of humanity. The right to
Life, Liberty, and Happiness outlined first in
the Declaration of Independence and then
again in the 5th amendment to the Constitu-
tion are God-given. The Founding Fathers
adopted a humble posture to both their Cre-
ator and a greater humanity. They under-
stood they did not possess the power to rede-
fine the rights of man. Their role was to de-
fend, discover, and reveal those rights for the
citizens. The Constitution’s goal is to pro-
tect the inalienable rights of every indi-
vidual Image-Bearer that the Declaration of
Independence lays out. This is the unique,
profound outlook that both documents por-
tray.

It was no accident that the men who
penned the Constitution utilized many of the
terms from the Declaration of Independence.
The Constitution is an attempt to mirror
natural law with a civil, written law. In an
ideal world, the natural law of God and the
law of man would align exactly. The Found-
ing Fathers stressed that the bent of the
human heart is towards tyranny. The Dec-
laration of Independence was an announce-
ment that the citizens of America would not
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live under tyranny any longer and desired an
alternative form of government. The Con-
stitution resulted as a document that pro-
tected the young country from inevitable
tyranny.

The authors of the Constitution perceived
that in order to preserve the truths laid out
in the Declaration and to secure the bless-
ings of liberty for their children and fol-
lowing generations, a written law was nec-
essary. The Declaration of Independence pro-
vided a mandate for government to preserve,
secure, and provide the rights our generous
God bestowed upon us. The Constitution ful-
filled that mandate. The “We the People”
from the preamble are, in essence, the same
citizens who recognized their rights from
their Creator in the Declaration of Independ-
ence. Acting upon the desire to preserve
these rights, they crafted two humble docu-
ments that cataclysmicly shaped the course
of America’s history.

PATRICK COLLINS FROM MR. JOHN ROSHONE’S
APUSH CLASS AT MOUNT MICHAEL BENE-
DICTINE IN ELKHORN, NEBRASKA
One of the most fitting metaphors attrib-

uted to Abraham Lincoln is that of the Con-
stitution as the silver frame that protects
the golden apple of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. While it certainly is apt to say
that the Constitution’s framework is meant
to embody the political philosophy presented
in the Declaration of Independence, even
more important than this overarching idea is
a more specific one. Most Americans are fa-
miliar with the words ‘“we hold these truths
to be self-evident,” but arguably more perti-
nent to the relationship between the Con-
stitution and the Declaration is an idea only
discovered through a more than cursory ex-
amination of the Declaration’s less cele-
brated portion: the 27 grievances listed
against the king of England. These griev-
ances illustrate the ease with which the
British government simply disregarded the
English ‘‘constitution,” wherein the rights
of the people and powers of the government
were often vague, unwritten traditional un-
derstandings subject to individual interpre-
tation. The first Americans knew from expe-
rience that any document or governmental
structure attempting to restrict the govern-
ment and preserve the people’s rights would
be woefully inadequate if not written frankly
and followed strictly. In that sense, the Dec-
laration is not simply about the need for
independence but even more about the
ancillarity of a written Constitution in pre-
serving the desired freedom.

Understanding the importance of adhering
to a strict structure, it is eminently clear
that any interpretation or judicial decision
that seeks to change the original meaning of
this structure is misguided. Attempting to
push the Constitution in a desired direction
without actually changing its words, while
typically well-intentioned, betrays the ideals
expressed in the Declaration and fought for
in the Revolution and undermines the pur-
pose of creating a written Constitution in
the first place, and yet so many still seek to
do so. Our cultural misunderstanding of this
portion of the reasoning behind American
independence is so pervasive that a large
portion of American society truly believes
that the Supreme Court has the authority to
create new laws and amendments from the
bench. If so many Americans continue to
treat our founding documents with such
flippancy, we will not even realize as our
leaders begin to do the same and our Con-
stitution effectively morphs into the vaguely
understood one that the British had so long
ago. We have forgotten so thoroughly the
grievances that necessitated independence
that we would not bat an eye if our own gov-
ernment were to violate the same principles
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of freedom today. Our Founding Fathers
would cringe to see our Constitution treated
more and more like the one from which they
sought so furiously to gain independence at
the genesis of our nation. Thus, the Con-
stitution is indeed a structural embodiment
of those famous truths which we held then
and hold now to be self-evident. However, the
oft-forgotten grievances in the Declaration
render the need for a government and a peo-
ple that hold to the original meaning of that
Constitution equally self-evident to any who
dare to dig deeper.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). The Senator from Mis-
sissippi.
————
GUATEMALA

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, yester-
day the Government of Guatemala
took a decisive step toward regaining
sovereignty. Guatemala revoked the
visas of and deported 11 U.N. personnel
working for the International Commis-
sion Against Impunity in Guatemala,
better known by its Spanish acronym
CICIG.

Chartered in 2006 to help the Guate-
malan state fight corruption, CICIG
morphed into a modern-day United Na-
tions proconsul, selectively admin-
istering justice and abusing power in
ways never intended.

Voices on the political left, both here
and overseas, will no doubt decry the
decision by the duly constituted Gov-
ernment of Guatemala. I take the floor
of the Senate this afternoon to state
plainly my emphatic approval of this
action by our Guatemalan friends.

Prior to yesterday’s action, Guate-
malan President Jimmy Morales had
previously announced that CICIG’s
mandate would not be renewed after
September 3 of next year. The Presi-
dent’s decision marks a logical and
welcome step toward ending CICIG’s
presence in Guatemala. Ultimately, an
independent country has the right to
decide if, and under what terms, a su-
pranational institution can administer
justice within its borders. CICIG was
never meant to be permanent, and no
country could accept an unending in-
fringement on its sovereignty. Cer-
tainly, we in the United States would
never consent to having an inter-
national body—accountable to no one—
run our judicial system. Our Guate-
malan friends have determined it is
time for CICIG to leave, and they have
a right as a sovereign nation to make
that decision.

The initial reasons behind CICIG’s
presence in Guatemala cannot be dis-
puted. Like many Latin American
countries, Guatemala had suffered
from pervasive corruption, and its gov-
ernment was in ruins from a decades-
long civil war. Criminal enterprises
colluded with politicians, military offi-
cers, and other government officials to
bribe, cheat, and steal. Mafias, with
deep tentacles into the state, acted
with such impunity that Guatemala
felt compelled to ask for outside help.
In 2006, Guatemala and the United Na-
tions signed an agreement meant to
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‘“‘support, strengthen, and assist” Gua-
temalan institutions responsible for in-
vestigating crimes committed by so-
called ‘‘illegal security groups’ and
‘“‘clandestine security organizations.”
Although CICIG enjoys complete func-
tional independence, the agreement
stated that CICIG must discharge its
mandate in ‘‘accordance with Guate-
malan law and the provisions of the
Constitution.” Regrettably, this provi-
sion has not been followed.

Despite noble goals, it has become
apparent that CICIG is not being held
accountable to either Guatemalan law
or the United Nations. As the largest
financial contributor to the United Na-
tions, the United States has an interest
in investigating the credible allega-
tions that CICIG was grossly overstep-
ping its mandate. After all, the Amer-
ican taxpayers were largely financing
this enterprise.

The questionable practices of CICIG
and its unelected leader have been re-
ported in our national papers. The Wall
Street Journal’s Mary Anastasia
O’Grady has been a close observer of
Colombian jurist Ivan Velasquez, who
serves as CICIG’s Commissioner. Ms.
O’Grady states:

Under his leadership, there is strong evi-
dence that CICIG routinely flouts the rule of
law and tramples civil liberties in violation
of the Guatemalan constitution. His methods
can’t be supported by a republic that pledges
allegiance to transparency and human
rights.

Powerful institutions have a tend-
ency to amass more powers to them-
selves and stretch their authority far
beyond their legal mandates. Even its
most strident supporters have ac-
knowledged that CICIG now essentially
answers to no one and needs to be re-
formed. Nowhere is this contention
better supported than the CICIG-
backed persecution of the Bitkov fam-
ily on behalf of the Russian Govern-
ment. For all its flaws, which are nu-
merous, CICIG’s decision to conspire
with Russia is the most outrageous.

Igor and Irina Bitkov built a success-
ful paper mill company, the Northwest
Timber Company, in Russia’s
Kaliningrad enclave. This rare example
of successful private enterprise in Rus-
sia was once valued at nearly half a bil-
lion dollars, but success comes with a
price in Putin’s Russia.

In 2005, a senior officer of the state-
owned Sberbank demanded that the
Bitkovs sell him a controlling stake in
their company. Imagine. It is an offer
the Bitkovs refused. Two years later,
the Bitkovs’ 16-year-old daughter,
Anastasia, was kidnapped, drugged,
raped, and held until the Bitkov family
paid a ransom.

In April 2008, three Russian state
banks—the VTB, Sberbank, and
Gazprombank—forced the Bitkovs’
company into bankruptcy by calling in
the immediate repayment of nearly
$160 million in loans. Traumatized and
threatened with detention and death,
the Bitkovs decided to flee Russia.
More death threats followed as Moscow
opened a criminal case in 2009.
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The Bitkovs eventually immigrated
to Guatemala in 2009 after paying a le-
gitimate law firm for Guatemalan
passports with new identities for their
protection. The Bitkovs settled into a
new life that was blessedly free from
Russian harassment and intimidation.
Igor and Irina began teaching at a local
school. Anastasia began to heal from
her ordeal. A son, Vladimir, was born
in 2012.

The reprieve was short-lived. VTB,
one of the Russian banks, collaborated
in 2015 with CICIG and the Guatemalan
Attorney General to arrest the Bitkovs
for passport violations. Detained in ap-
palling conditions, Anastasia was de-
nied medication and had a nervous
breakdown. Three-year-old Vladimir
was sent to an orphanage for 42 days
without having contact with his par-
ents or appointed guardians. Eventu-
ally freed by a court order and with an
upper respiratory infection, conjunc-
tivitis in both eyes, and clear physical
and psychological abuse, Vladimir re-
turned to his family. This is modern-
day CICIG in Guatemala.

Under the direction of CICIG, the
Bitkovs were sent to trial in February
of 2017. The Guatemalan Court of Ap-
peals, however, enjoined the Bitkovs’
prosecution and stated that the family
was not criminally liable for passport
violations. Despite this injunction, a
lower court, at the behest of CICIG,
went ahead with the case and eventu-
ally sentenced Igor Bitkov to 19 years
and Irina and Anastasia to 14 years in
prison. Let me repeat—19 years and 14
years for passport violations. They
were passports that they believed to be
legitimate based on legal advice they
had been given. These were infractions
that are usually settled with a fine at
worst, but this was all in collaboration
with CICIG and the Russian accusers.

Following more convoluted legal
wrangling, Igor Bitkov was released on
house arrest in May, but, inexplicably,
Irina and Anastasia remained in jail—
more injunctions, more appeals, more
tortuous legal proceedings. Irina and
Anastasia were finally released on bail
in mid-June. This is CICIG in Guate-
mala. Pushed by CICIG, the Constitu-
tional Court, which is the highest
court in Guatemala, ordered a retrial
for the Bitkovs. It began last week and
supposedly continues.

American taxpayers who are footing
the bill for CICIG have a right to ask
Commissioner Velasquez and his CICIG
team: Is this the way to fight corrup-
tion in Guatemala? In short, CICIG,
under the direction of Commissioner
Velasquez, has gone from fighting cor-
ruption to doing Vladimir Putin’s dirty
work even. He has gone even so far as
to persecute victims, like the Bitkovs,
of corruption.

The Bitkov affair demonstrates how
badly CICIG has gone astray and why
President Morales is right to want it
out of his country. CICIG was estab-
lished to help investigate and pros-
ecute Mafias who were entrenched in
the state and able to act with impu-
nity. Yet it gets involved in a passport
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violation case against a family that is
clearly fleeing Russian persecution.

CICIG is supposed to be above re-
proach. Yet it collaborates with a
state-owned Russian bank that, inci-
dentally, is currently under U.S. sanc-
tions. The CICIG is doing the bidding of
Putin’s henchmen in its acting as the
long arm of Russia’s dictatorship. The
intervention of a Kremlin-controlled
bank shows that influencing CICIG is a
part of the Kremlin’s broader campaign
to exert pressure across Latin America,
and we ought to be concerned about
that.

Earlier this month, in the Wall
Street Journal, Ms. O’Grady wrote that
the creeping intervention from Moscow
is designed to damage U.S. interests by
destabilizing liberal democracy.

ADM Craig Faller, the commander of
the U.S. Southern Command, told the
Senate Armed Services Committee
that Russia is flooding Latin America’s
internet, social media, and television
outlets with original and reproduced
propaganda to sow doubt about U.S. in-
tentions. Russia has also provided cru-
cial financial support to the infamous
Maduro regime in Venezuela, and it
competes with the United States to
provide military support for regional
partners.

Another strategic competitor, China,
is also seeking to influence important
U.S. partners in Latin America. China
has provided more than $140 billion in
Belt and Road Initiative loan commit-
ments. Beijing is now Latin America’s
second largest trading partner.

Although CICIG once played a sig-
nificant role in exposing and pros-
ecuting serious corruption, it has now
fallen victim to Lord Acton’s famous
observation—that power tends to cor-
rupt and absolute power corrupts abso-
lutely.

President Morales has made a deci-
sion, as the duly elected head of a sov-
ereign country, that he will no longer
tolerate an increasingly neocolonial
force. The United States should stand
behind this decision. The CICIG was
never supposed to stay indefinitely.

This move by the Guatemalan Gov-
ernment does not absolve its own re-
sponsibility to fight corruption. In-
deed, we should demand a redoubling of
these efforts. As a critical country in
the Western Hemisphere, a return to
pre-CICIG conditions would be unac-
ceptable. This is the chance for Guate-
malans to work toward the justice that
CICIG abandoned with its complicity in
Moscow’s vendetta. This should begin
with an end to the Bitkov family’s long
nightmare. Their ordeal has gone way
beyond a miscarriage of justice, and
with CICIG’s being gone, Guatemala
must do the right thing without fur-
ther delay or excuse.

In conclusion, the duly constituted
Government of Guatemala has made
the right decision and should be con-
gratulated for yesterday’s action. The
country’s leadership took a necessary
step in asserting its sovereignty and in
ending a dysfunctional relationship
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with CICIG, a well-intended agency
that has exceeded its mandate and out-
lived whatever usefulness it may ini-
tially have had.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WICKER). The Senator from Colorado.

RECOGNIZING OUR MEN AND
WOMEN IN LAW ENFORCEMENT

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to honor our men and
women in law enforcement. As Mem-
bers of Congress and their staffs head
home this holiday season, we must re-
member the sacrifice of those who
make our communities safe, those who
make our safety possible.

This year, across the United States,
143 law enforcement officers have paid
the ultimate price.

In Colorado, we honor three fallen of-
ficers. We honor Deputy Sheriff Heath
McDonald Gumm, whose final act was
to bravely pursue an armed suspect. We
will never forget the courage and brav-
ery of his action. We honor Deputy
Sheriff Micah Lee Flick, who was
killed in the line of duty in February of
this year after serving in the El Paso
County Sheriff’s Office for 11 years. We
also honor the memory of Sergeant
Matthew Moreno, who was Killed in the
line of duty in Las Animas County just
last week. He was responding to re-
ports of domestic violence when his
cruiser and that of another officer’s
crashed into a civilian’s vehicle that
was headed in the opposite direction.
Unfortunately, the occupants of the
other vehicle, including a 1-year-old
child, also lost their lives.

The pain of losing loved ones this
close to the holidays is unimaginable.

Sergeant Moreno ends his watch
after having served honorably for 5
years. He is survived by his loving fam-
ily, including his three beautiful chil-
dren, Summer, Morgan, and Jared. He
has been described as being a superhero
to his kids. It seems very fitting given
the bravery that he showed throughout
his career. He is also remembered for
his sense of humor and his love for
hunting and fishing—something all
Coloradans can relate to. Our prayers
are certainly with Sergeant Moreno’s
family and with the families of those in
the other vehicle. I also offer my sin-
cere condolences to the entire Las
Animas County Sheriff’s Department.
The officers have not just lost a fellow
officer but a brother.

All of the officers whom we lost this
year were neighbors, beloved family
members, and extraordinary Colo-
radans who gave their lives to protect
their communities. Although the need
is great, so few of us are blessed with
the level of bravery and courage shown
each and every day by the men and
women in law enforcement.

As we all enjoy the warmth of this
holiday season, law enforcement offi-
cers around the country will stand
guard in cold and uncertain streets.
This includes the selfless men and
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women who serve right here in the U.S.
Capitol, who work through the holi-
days to ensure that every American
who visits the Nation’s Capitol can do
so safely. It is important that we keep
them in our thoughts as we gather with
family and friends this holiday season
to celebrate.

I would also like to take a moment
to thank the families of these brave
men and women whose sacrifices must
not be forgotten. They endure time
apart from their loved ones so that
families, like millions across this coun-
try, will know peace and security dur-
ing their holiday celebrations.

When thinking about the brave men
and women who defend that thin blue
line, I am always reminded of the
words of LTC Dave Grossman, who
said, ‘“American law enforcement is the
loyal and brave sheepdog—always
standing watch for the wolf that lurks
in the dark.” It is my hope that the
thoughts and prayers we all offer to
those who wear the blue uniform will
bring them comfort as they carry out
this solemn duty. I am thankful for
their service and thankful to their fam-
ilies for their continued sacrifice.

I am also reminded of the words of
Joe Rice, a former State legislator in
Colorado, with whom I served. He
served multiple tours in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and wrote how he prays for
his fellow soldiers and their safety each
and every day by saying and praying:

For all of those around the world in harm’s
way, we pray with you. Please God, just not
today.

Each and every day, we echo that
same prayer.

Thank you to the men and women in
blue.

I also thank my colleague from New
Jersey, Senator MENENDEZ, for allow-
ing me to speak out of turn. I greatly
appreciate it.

I thank the Presiding Officer for tak-
ing the Chair.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). The Senator from New Jer-
sey.

————
CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I am
going to be shortly joined by my dis-
tinguished colleague from Rhode Is-
land, Senator WHITEHOUSE, for an ex-
change we will have, but in order to
preserve the time on the floor, I will
start.

I come to the floor today to once
again join the Senator from Rhode Is-
land in calling attention to the crisis
that is climate change. I want to thank
my friend Senator WHITEHOUSE for his
passion, his persistence, and his refusal
to let the Senate be silent in the face
of one of the greatest threats to ever
confront our Nation and the world.

Some say we can’t afford to invest in
clean, renewable, American-made en-
ergy. I say we cannot afford not to. The
fact is, every year that goes by without
a comprehensive strategy to reduce the
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carbon pollution responsible for warm-
ing our planet is another year in which
the Federal Government of the United
States fails to protect future genera-
tions from the immense environ-
mental, economic, and human costs in-
flicted by climate change.

I yearn for the day that this body
summons the courage to stand up to
the special interests and boldly con-
front this challenge, for the longer we
wait, the more expensive and the less
effective we will be. And if you don’t
believe me, just look at our National
Flood Insurance Program, which is al-
ready in dire need of comprehensive,
forward-thinking reform.

I have spent the better part of the
past 2 years bringing Democrats and
Republicans together in support of
such a plan. Yet the majority has stub-
bornly refused to debate our legisla-
tion, forcing us to pass short-term re-
authorizations that preserve a broken
status quo. Like the totality of the cli-
mate threat, when it comes to flood in-
surance, every time we kick the can
down the road, the can only gets heav-
ier.

For our coastal and inlet commu-
nities, climate change isn’t some far-
out problem; it is here. We are already
feeling the effects and bearing the
costs in the form of rising sea levels
and increasingly powerful storms. Even
if the President of the United States
suddenly reversed course and put
America on a path to slow our chang-
ing climate, we would still need to ad-
dress how we manage a heightened risk
for flooding. From fishing, to tourism,
to trade and so much more, the fact is,
America’s coastal communities are
vital to our long-term economic com-
petitiveness, and to give up on them in
the face of rising sea levels would be to
give up on our country.

According to the Union of Concerned
Scientists, sea level rise will put an es-
timated 325,000 homes and businesses,
worth more than $135 billion, at risk of
chronic flooding in the next 30 years.
With increased risks for flooding comes
a whole host of challenges. Falling
property values will further strain
local budgets, leading to downgraded
government credit ratings. As commu-
nities lose out on approximately $1.5
billion in property taxes per year,
hard-working taxpayers will feel the
pain. It will cut away at middle-class
families’ most valuable asset, the foun-
dation of their financial nest egg,
which is their home.

According to a paper published by
the University of Pennsylvania Librar-
ies, ‘“As sea level rise manifests along
the coasts—reducing property value—
impacts on revenue will present new
challenges in servicing debt ... and
present a greater probability of default
by local government.”

We cannot simply keep spending
money to preserve the status quo. We
need a system for managing flood risk
that pushes our country toward resil-
iency and treats our people and the
communities they live in fairly. But,
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unfortunately, we have remained at an
impasse for over a year now, unable to
fix a program that we all know is badly
broken.

We in New Jersey witnessed firsthand
the pervasive problems plaguing the
National Flood Insurance Program—or
what we call NFIP—after Superstorm
Sandy hit in 2012. It was bad enough
that so many New Jerseyans had to
grapple with the heartbreaking loss of
their homes in the wrath of Sandy, so
it made my blood boil to see the suf-
fering compounded by a badly broken
flood insurance program. We found our-
selves lost in a system that put the
policyholder last and that looked for
every reason to deny legitimate claims
and made up some when they didn’t
exist. We had homeowners who found
the foundations of their homes had
washed away into the ocean, only to
have their claim denied because their
insurance company claimed it wasn’t
floodwaters but moving soil that
caused the damage. The insurance ad-
juster didn’t stop to consider that
maybe it was the b-foot storm surge
that moved the soil in the first place.

This is a photograph of Doug Quinn,
who served honorably in the U.S. Ma-
rines. He is a constituent whom I have
gotten to know very well and who got
snagged by this very loophole. As you
can see from this picture, the storm
surge from Sandy inundated his home,
and it ripped apart his foundation,
leaving a large hole in his living room.
But despite paying his flood insurance
premiums for years and despite serving
our Nation honorably as a U.S. marine,
Doug’s claim was denied. Supposedly it
was BEarth movement, but the Earth
never moved until the 5-foot storm
surge came along.

We saw mitigation programs that
were so cumbersome and delayed that
many homeowners simply gave up. We
had new flood maps come online that
were 80 percent inaccurate in some
counties. We had FEMA using taxpayer
dollars to drag homeowners through
expensive litigation until they gave up
on their flood claims.

The struggles of everyday New
Jerseyans revealed to me the dramatic
shortcomings in our Flood Insurance
Program and left me determined to fix
them, so I began working on flood in-
surance reform that took the lessons
we learned after Sandy and turned
them into action.

In the summer of 2017, I introduced
the Sustainable, Affordable, Fair, and
Efficient—or SAFE—NFIP Act, which
is a comprehensive flood insurance re-
form bill cosponsored by four Demo-
crats and three Republicans here in the
Senate. I know this town already has
too many acronyms, but this one clear-
ly spells out the first major goals we
have in this bill. We want the NFIP—
the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram—to be sustainable, we want it to
be affordable, we want it to be fair, we
and want it to be efficient.

Let’s start with sustainability. We
have to put the NFIP on the path to
solvency.
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Since Katrina in 2005, the NFIP has
been in the red, borrowing from the
Treasury Department to pay claims.
Some say that we should just jack up
the premiums on homeowners and keep
charging more to get at this imbal-
ance; that if we ask homeowners to pay
more and more and more, eventually
the NFIP will have enough money to
pay all of the claims without bor-
rowing. But higher premiums alone are
not the answer. Of course we want ev-
erybody to pay their fair share, but the
undeniable reality is that the more we
raise the premiums, the more home-
owners leave the National Flood Insur-
ance Program altogether, and that
guarantees the program’s failure.

Instead of looking simply to raise
prices, I want to focus on reducing
costs. I believe the best way out of this
hole is to make proactive investments
in resiliency and mitigation to reduce
the damage in the first place. In other
words, we must build coastal commu-
nities that are resilient and strong, so
the damage inflicted by the storms of
the future is less expensive to recover.
That is why the SAFE NFIP Act in-
cludes $1 billion-per-year in mitigation
funding and more than triples the max-
imum increased cost of compliance—or
the ICC—grant from $30,000 to $100,000.

We also require that this funding be
spent more wisely, allowing home-
owners to use ICC grants before their
house is destroyed. I have never under-
stood why we require homeowners to
sit in harm’s way and wait for the next
storm to come before we help them re-
duce their flood risk. It makes no
sense. Our bill would fix that. By giv-
ing Americans the tools to reduce their
risks, we can save the NFIP and the
taxpayer billions of dollars.

Our legislation also goes after waste-
ful private insurance company fees,
which consume about 30 cents of every
premium dollar, despite taking on none
of the risk. That is good business if you
can get it. Don’t get me wrong—that is
good business if you can get it, and I
have no problem with private compa-
nies making a profit, but every dollar
they make comes from the pockets of
policyholders.

The NFIP also currently pays about
$400 million in interest every year.
That is 10 percent of its annual pre-
miums—money that could be going to-
ward flood prevention and mitigation.
That is why our bill freezes interest
payments on the NFIP debt and redi-
rects that funding toward mitigation.
Rather than paying interest to our-
selves and forcing the NFIP to borrow
even more, let’s use that money to re-
duce future damages, save taxpayer
dollars, and build safe communities.

We cannot have a solvent and sus-
tainable flood insurance program if it
isn’t affordable to the people who de-
pend on it. The NFIP’s debt and major
hurricanes have put upward pressure
on premiums, making it more and
more expensive to get coverage. So it is
no surprise that a lot of people have
been forced to drop their flood insur-
ance.



S7860

Indeed, in the face of rising pre-
miums, the NFIP has lost more than
650,000 policies—or over 10 percent of
its total business—just since 2009. Has
the risk of flooding decreased since
2009? Absolutely not. Are there fewer
homes in floodplains now? No, of
course not. By way of example, when
you consider the floods that struck
Louisiana and Texas and New Jersey in
recent years, the answer is an un-
equivocal no. What is happening is that
the premiums have just gotten too ex-
pensive for middle-class families to af-
ford. At the end of the day, this also
hurts the solvency of the NFIP be-
cause, just like every other insurance
model, a small pool means a more
risky, more expensive pool.

Our bill creates a first-of-its-kind,
means-tested affordability program
that helps middle-class and working
families afford flood insurance. Pricing
families out of coverage and leaving
them without a way to protect their
homes does nothing to address the un-
derlying risk. On the contrary, it will
be taxpayers who ultimately assume
the risk when they are asked to fund
uninsured disaster assistance.

It is our responsibility to taxpayers
to make the NFIP as fair and as effi-
cient as possible. I have no doubt that
hundreds, if not thousands, of New
Jerseyans dropped their flood insur-
ance after Sandy because of how they
were treated. They faithfully paid their
premiums for years, often decades,
without filing a single claim. Then,
when Sandy struck and they tried to
collect what they were entitled to,
they had to suffer another disaster.
This time it was a manmade one—the
storm after the storm. After losing ev-
erything they had worked for their en-
tire lives, they had to fight against an
insurance company and a daunting
Federal bureaucracy. Some appealed,
some sued, and some just gave up.

I pledged to them I would never let
this happen again. Our legislation
makes good on that promise by putting
the customer—in this case, the policy-
holder—first.

We close notorious loopholes that
allow insurers to deny claims, such as
the infamous earth-movement exclu-
sion when we know floodwaters caused
the damage.

We fix the appeals process, enforcing
FEMA’s own deadline to respond to
homeowners and giving people who just
went through a disaster more time to
file their appeal.

We require engineer studies to be
conducted by—imagine this—actual, li-
censed engineers in the State where
they are operating.

We require insurance companies to
provide policyholders with all of the
documents used to process their claims
so that homeowners aren’t left in the
dark.

We end the practice of private insur-
ance companies spending hundreds of
millions of policyholder premium dol-
lars on private attorneys whose main
goal is to bill as many hours as pos-
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sible to ultimately deny the policy-
holder any resource.

Taken together, these reforms will
not only give policyholders a fair
shake, they will also save the NFIP re-
sources that can be better directed to
mitigation, to mapping, and to other
cost-saving investments.

We have to recognize that the NFIP
and its 5 million policyholders can’t
solve all of our Nation’s flooding prob-
lems on their own. We need to invest
tens of billions of dollars elevating and
buying out flood-prone properties that
get hit year after year, those particu-
larly repetitively lost properties. We
need to incentivize homeowners who
ultimately will get out of those flood-
prone properties so that they are not
subject to the consequences of con-
stantly getting flooded and we collec-
tively are not subject to the incredible
costs that are a result of that.

There simply aren’t enough resources
in the NFIP to even put a dent in this
problem. So instead of spending hun-
dreds of billions of dollars on disaster
grants each time a storm strikes, why
not spend a fraction of that on the
front end that will yield real dividends
in the future? When a disaster strikes,
our immediate priority should always
be to save lives and get survivors back
to a sense of normalcy as quickly as
possible.

While recovery funding is absolutely
vital, it shouldn’t be at the expense of
rebuilding stronger, more resilient
communities more capable of weath-
ering the next storm.

We have a problem in Congress of
short-termism: living in the present
and not looking ahead. We are afraid of
making tough political decisions in the
present, even when the future is on the
line. We see it with flood insurance,
and we see it with climate change.

The American people desperately
need Congress to overcome this short-
sighted short-termism. We must start
thinking beyond the storm that just
hit or even the one that is on the hori-
zon. We must begin thinking about the
risk over the next several decades be-
cause flood risk is a climate risk we
cannot afford to ignore. We must think
about what kind of future, what kind
of environment, what kind of economy
we want to leave to our children and
our grandchildren.

It should not matter who controls
the House, who controls the Senate, or
who sits in the White House. The
Americans of tomorrow are depending
on us, the leaders of today, to be bold,
unafraid, and willing to think big. That
is why I hope Republicans and Demo-
crats alike will continue to work with
me on the issue of flood insurance and
flood prevention when we return in
2019.

I thank, as I said at the beginning of
my comments, my distinguished col-
league from Rhode Island who has real-
ly been the conscience of the Senate on
this issue of climate change that af-
fects not only those of us now here but
future generations of Americans. I
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have taken one slice of that in talking
about the National Flood Insurance
Program and how we can mitigate our
way and look to a set of circumstances
in which we can save enormous con-
sequences for New Jersey families and
families across our country and save
the taxpayers’ money. But the ulti-
mate savings in this is beyond a new
flood insurance program. It is making
sure that we don’t continue to see the
climate change that has taken place,
which creates the storms that my
State endured—Superstorm Sandy—
and other major superstorms across
the Nation that put us at risk as a peo-
ple, that put our economies at risk,
that really threaten the very essence of
our existence as we know it.

I appreciate the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island leading us in
this regard.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am very grateful to the distinguished
senior Senator from New Jersey for
joining me again this week to bring at-
tention to the challenges that climate
change and rising seas pose for our
coastal communities. Our States—New
Jersey and Rhode Island—shared the
unforgettable experience of
Superstorm  Sandy, which roared
ashore on higher tides and warmer
oceans. We know, in New Jersey and
Rhode Island, how vulnerable we are.

As sea levels rise and storms inten-
sify, the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram should be one of our govern-
ment’s best tools to educate and pre-
pare our communities for the changes
that carbon pollution is driving to our
coasts. But the program falls well
short of this basic goal. Instead of
tackling its shortfalls head-on, ahead
of the next big storm, for instance, we
are getting set to punt again on the
Flood Insurance Program.

My Ocean State, much smaller than
New Jersey, has 400 miles of coastline
threatened by sea level rise and storm
surge flooding, so telling homeowners
and coastal businesses that we will get
to it eventually is not good enough.
Our coastal risk is growing, not shrink-
ing.

A 2017 Zillow chart shows that over
4,800 homes in Rhode Island—4,800 fam-
ilies’ homes—valued at nearly $3 bil-
lion would be under water by 2100,
using an optimistic assessment of only
6 feet of sea level rise. Rhode Island’s
Coastal Resources Management Coun-
cil is now planning for our State to see
up to 9 to 12 feet of sea level rise by
then. New Jersey, of course, has even
more at risk with its bigger shoreline,
with over $93 billion worth of property
predicted to fall to rising seas.

This problem does not wait until the
year 2100. It hits earlier. It hits as soon
as 30-year mortgages and insurance get
hard to come by because banks and in-
surers foresee these risks, and that in-
hibits buyers, so prices fall—perhaps
prices even crash, as Freddie Mac is
predicting.
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Last year, GAO reported that coastal
areas face particularly high financial
risks and that annual coastal property
losses from sea level rise and increased
storms will run into the billions of dol-
lars every year in the short run and
over $50 billion every year by late cen-
tury. GAO pointed to an EPA estimate
of $5 trillion in economic costs to
coastal property from climate change
through 2100. Our coastal States can’t
laugh that off because it makes the oil
industry uncomfortable to talk about
climate change.

Investors, creditors, appraisers—ev-
erybody who works coastal markets—is
taking notice. Last December, the
credit rating agency, Moody’s, adopted
indicators ‘‘to assess the exposure and
overall susceptibility of U.S. states to
the physical effects of climate
change.” This is Moody’s. Moody’s
looks particularly at coasts and at the
share of a State’s economic activity
generated by its coastal communities.
It counts the homes built on flood
plains, and it counts the risk of ex-
treme weather damage as a share of
the local economy.

The managing director at Moody’s
told the Chicago Tribune that Moody’s
would be taking these risks into con-
sideration when evaluating the credit
ratings of coastal municipalities and
States.

Property appraisers are also starting
to incorporate these risks into their
work. The Appraisal Institute’s Valu-
ation magazine quoted Rhode Island
appraiser Brad Hevenor’s warning that
homes that receive a 30-year mortgage
today ‘‘might be completely different
types of property [by the end of their
mortgage] than they are today.” He
points out, as Senator MENENDEZ
pointed out, that FEMA flood maps are
defective, backward-looking, and often
insufficient at accurately predicting
risk for communities and homeowners.

My frustrations with FEMA’s flood
risk maps are no secret. They are noto-
riously inaccurate, incomplete, and
outdated. The Agency’s modeling is
often based on inaccurate data and on
methodology from the 1970s. It has
proven particularly incapable of accu-
rately capturing the different wave and
dune dynamics that determine real
flood risk along coasts during major
storms.

The Rhode Island Coastal Resources
Management Council, a small State
agency, has had to develop its own
models to provide better risk informa-
tion to coastal residents and commu-
nities than FEMA provides. The con-
trast between the State’s work and
FEMA’s maps highlights just how cost-
ly and potentially life-threatening reli-
ance on FEMA’s maps can be.

This map is FEMA’s map relative to
mean sea level for a 100-year storm hit-
ting Charlestown, RI. Here is the code
as to how much flooding to expect. The
worst flooding for the homes that sur-
round Ninigret Pond, along Rhode Is-
land’s southern coast, looks to be
around 14 feet around this area here.
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This map shows the CRMC’s pre-
diction for the same area for the same
storm. It projects that homes in this
same area may see closer to 20 feet of
floodwaters, which means FEMA’s map
is underestimating flood risk by 6 feet.

It is not just errors in Rhode Island.
Rice University and Texas A&M found
that FEMA flood risk maps captured
only about 25 percent of the actual
damage from storms that hit Houston
between 1999 and 2009—25 percent. Ac-
cording to the Houston Chronicle, more
than half of homes damaged by Hurri-
cane Harvey were not listed in any
flood risk areas, meaning they were
not required to have flood insurance or
meet any flood risk mitigation build-
ing codes.

Congress continues to fund these
maps on the cheap, leaving Americans
to bear the risk of antiquated models
that don’t reflect the changes that cli-
mate change is bringing to our coasts.
Families are forced to endure the re-
peated damage and destruction of their
homes, and taxpayers are made to pay
the cost of over and over and over re-
building the same building in the same
place that is already washed away.

After Hurricane Harvey in 2017, the
Flood Insurance Program hit its $30
billion borrowing limit. We maxed out.
So in October of 2017, Congress had to
forgive $16 billion worth of debt to free
up money to pay off claims for Harvey,
Irma, and Maria. The program is cur-
rently at least $20 billion in debt, and
claims from the 2018 hurricane season
are still being processed. The Congres-
sional Research Service, as of Sep-
tember 2018, found that the program
had only $9.9 billion of remaining bor-
rowing authority.

It is time to get serious about re-
forming this broken system and reform
it for a changing climate and for
changing coasts—the things we know
are coming at us. The current system
often leaves homeowners no option but
to rebuild the same building in the
same place on the flooded property.
CRS estimates that only about 2 per-
cent of current NFIP-related properties
are considered repetitive loss or severe
repetitive loss properties—only 2 per-
cent, but that 2 percent accounts for 16
percent of claims, $9 billion. Over the
life of the NFIP, those repetitive loss
or severe repetitive loss properties
have totaled around 30 percent of all
claims, about $17 billion.

Insurance should allow homeowners
to walk away from flood-torn struc-
tures and go find new, safer homes.
Currently, only States or municipali-
ties can use FEMA to arrange buyouts
of flood-prone properties. FEMA then
provides up to 75 percent of funding for
the local government to buy the prop-
erty at fair market value, and then it
becomes open space. But the buyout
process is cumbersome, it is bureau-
cratic, it is not in the hands of the
homeowners, and it doesn’t get much
use. How many mayors and city coun-
cils want to buy out and turn to public
use valuable property that is a part of
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their tax base and encourage folks, po-
tentially, to leave?

The flood program should work with
communities to plan for cost-effective
resiliency to flooding, whether it is ele-
vating properties, moving homes, or re-
treating from rising seas. Homeowners
should have these options. It is willful
blindness to ignore this problem as
seas continue to rise and storms be-
come more unpredictable and fero-
cious, and it is even worse when you
compound it with false and erroneous
mapping so that the warnings to these
families are wrong.

Property owners and communities
deserve proper warning about the flood
risks they face, and they deserve alter-
natives to simply rebuilding the same
building in the same place so that it
can be flooded again and again and
again, which the program now forces
them to do.

With so much at risk for American
families, it is time to wake up and put
in place a smart and reliable system
once and for all.

I yield the floor, with my gratitude
to the distinguished senior Senator
from New Jersey in joining me here
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

————
NOMINATION OF CHAI FELDBLUM

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to raise concerns
about the unprecedented and partisan
obstruction of a highly qualified nomi-
nee to a critical agency.

In this country, it is illegal to dis-
criminate against someone in the
workplace because of the traits that
make them who they are—their race,
religion, sex, disability, and more—and
it is the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission’s responsibility to
enforce those laws and give every per-
son the opportunity to make a living
for themselves without fear of dis-
crimination or harassment.

Right now, a single Republican Sen-
ator is threatening to derail the con-
firmation of Ms. Feldblum for another
term on the EEOC. Ms. Feldblum has
served two terms on the EEOC, where
she has earned the respect of her pro-
fessional colleagues on both sides of
the aisle. She has strong support from
Republicans and Democrats in the Sen-
ate, and she has been confirmed by this
Senate twice.

When it comes to independent boards
and commissions, including the EEOC,
the Senate has a longstanding practice
of pairing nominees—one from the ma-
jority party and one from the minority
party. This is so important because it
allows the minority party the oppor-
tunity to have a voice. In this case, it
allows my Democratic colleagues and
me to ensure that employers are held
accountable for workers’ rights and
safety on the job. This practice is also
important to bipartisanship in the Sen-
ate. Part of that longstanding practice
is that the majority cannot railroad
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the nomination of a well-respected and
well-qualified individual chosen by the
minority.

If Ms. Feldblum’s nomination is
blocked by this Congress, it will be an
unprecedented power grab by the ma-
jority that would permanently shift
the balance of power in the Senate. I
hope all of my colleagues take seri-
ously what it would mean if yet an-
other power of the minority in the Sen-
ate was taken away. Most importantly,
if one Republican Senator insists on
blocking Ms. Feldblum’s nomination,
the work of the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission—an  agency
workers rely on to protect their rights
and safety on the job—is going to come
to a grinding halt.

Over the past 2 years, we have seen a
shift in this country toward acknowl-
edging and taking action against sex-
ual assault and harassment, especially
in the workplace. For far too long, this
epidemic of powerful men taking ad-
vantage of their subordinates, employ-
ees, or those without a voice was swept
under the rug. Women and men were
told to brush it off or have a sense of
humor or just endure the harassment
or abuse they were facing in the work-
place. Many did because they knew
they would be punished, retaliated
against, or even fired.

After the Presidential election and
the Women’s March, when so many
women and men around the country
made their voices heard and fought
back against misogyny, sexism, rac-
ism, and tilted the playing field that
has favored those at the top for too
long, we started to see women and men
bravely come forward at a level we
have never seen before to say ‘‘no
more” and to speak out against their
experiences of sexual assault and har-
assment in the workplace.

Because of that courage, a lot of pow-
erful men in Hollywood, in the media,
and in Congress have finally been held
accountable for their actions, espe-
cially when it came to using their
power to take advantage of younger or
less powerful women and men.

For women and men in industries
outside the spotlight—in hospitality,
in technology, in farm fields, and in so
many offices and workplaces around
the country—there has not been the
same Kkind of reckoning. For many of
those workers, the EEOC is one of the
very few places they can turn to. The
EEOC is a resource for workers who
need to file complaints of harassment
or discrimination. It holds employers
and businesses accountable for wide-
spread discrimination and harassment.

Again, because of the objection of a
single Republican Senator, it is pos-
sible now that the EEOC will be unable
to conduct some of its most critical
work. Here is what that means for
workers in our country. The EEOC
would no longer be able to bring some
large cases when discrimination is part
of employers’ general operating stand-
ards. That often includes hiring prac-
tices, equal pay, or sexual harassment.
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It means workers will not be able to
file complaints to stop what happened
to them from happening to anyone
else.

The EEOC would not be able to rule
in cases where the Commission has not
previously taken a position and a new
policy must be created, and regional
EEOC offices would not be able to hire
expert witnesses in some cases, mean-
ing that many cases would be stalled or
even punted.

This is not hypothetical. Without a
quorum—without a quorum—the EEOC
would not have been able to participate
in the 2016 case against a tire company
that refused to hire women for field po-
sitions. After the EEOC intervened,
that company settled with 46 women
and implemented safeguards to prevent
further discrimination. The EEOC also
would not have been able to participate
in a case against the outdoor store that
discriminated against African Ameri-
cans and Hispanic workers in hiring
practices and retaliated against work-
ers who stood up against unlawful
practices.

Workers around the country rely on
the EEOC every day to intervene when
they are being harassed, discriminated
against, or unfairly treated at work.
Whether they are being told they must
work on their day of religious observ-
ance or being told they cannot do a
certain job because of their sex, the
EEOC is there for them.

In this moment when sexual assault
and harassment in the workplace are
at the forefront of our national con-
versation, this is the wrong message to
send to the American workers and
their employees. We need to prove to
the millions of women and men that we
are taking the epidemic of harassment
in the workplace seriously.

I have spoken to many of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
make the case for confirming Ms.
Feldblum before the end of this Con-
gress. There is strong support on both
sides of the aisle to get this done, with
the exception of one lone Republican
Senator.

I urge my colleagues across the aisle
to push aside this unprecedented ob-
structionism, and I call on the Senate
to move forward with confirming the
full slate of nominees to the EEOC be-
fore this Congress ends so the Commis-
sion can continue to fulfill its duty to
workers by enforcing protections and
ensuring people are able to go to work
and make a living without the fear of
discrimination, harassment, or abuse.

I hope that as we are confirming the
EEOC nominees, the Senate will also
confirm Mark Pearce to another term
on the National Labor Relations Board.
Like the EEOC, the Senate has a long
history of confirming majority and mi-
nority members to the Board in pairs.
However, this year, Senate Republicans
jammed through the majority members
without reconfirming Mr. Pearce, al-
lowing a minority seat to sit empty.

Mr. Pearce is extremely qualified and
has a long track record of serving his
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country for 8 years now as a member of
the Board. He has a distinguished back-
ground representing unions and work-
ers. Right now, when the Republican
Board members are rushing decisions
through that chip away workers’
rights, even violating ethics pledges to
do so, it is clear that the Board could
benefit from his knowledge and exper-
tise and voice for workers.

As I have told my colleagues across
the aisle, I will not allow the Senate to
jam through any HELP Committee
nominees until Mr. Pearce and Ms.
Feldblum are reconfirmed to their po-
sitions on the Board and the EEOC.

—————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the HELP
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of PN 1318 and the Sen-
ate proceed to the en bloc consider-
ation of the following nominations: PN
1318, Executive Calendar Nos. 379 and
381; and that the Senate vote on the
nominations en bloc with no inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
The Senator from Utah.
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, reserving

the right to object, I first want to note
that it has been suggested that there is
only one objection to Chai Feldblum’s
nomination to the EEOC. That is not
true. I am among those objectors; I am
not the lone objector.

My objection to this nominee relates
to my belief and religious freedom. You
see, religious freedom is very impor-
tant to me. I am the descendant of peo-
ple who were ordered exterminated by
the Governor of Missouri on October 27,
1837. Religious intolerance cannot be
tolerated in this country, and I see a
growing wave of religious intolerance. I
see a growing wave of sentiment of peo-
ple suggesting that on the basis of peo-
ple’s religious beliefs, they can be sub-
ject to adverse government decision-
making.

Ms. Feldblum has written that she
sees a conflict between religious belief
and LGBT liberty as ‘‘a zero-sum
game’ where ‘‘a gain for one side nec-
essarily entails a corresponding loss for
the other side.” I see no reason why
that should be the case, and I think
that is fundamentally incompatible
with our Nation’s long tradition of plu-
ralism and religious freedom.

Make no mistake—there is no mys-
tery about which side Ms. Feldblum
thinks should win. In a separate
speech, she said: ‘“There can be a con-
flict between religious liberty and sex-
ual liberty, but in almost all cases, the
sexual liberty should win. . . . I'm hav-
ing a hard time coming up with any
case in which religious liberty should
win.”

I find these remarks stunning, espe-
cially because an entire amendment to
the U.S. Constitution—the very first
one, by the way—is devoted to reli-
gious liberty. These are not the words
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of an open-minded jurist. These are not
the words of an open-minded lawyer.
These are the words of an activist in-
tent on stamping out all opposition to
her cause. In fact, she has even said as
much. She said: “[G]ranting liberty to
gay people . . . cannot be adequately
advanced if ‘pockets of resistance’ are
permitted to flourish.” Who is she to
decide whether someone should be per-
mitted to persist in their own religious
belief simply because those beliefs hap-
pen to conflict with a particular polit-
ical world view?

As an EEO Commissioner, Ms.
Feldblum would be in a prime position
to stamp out those pockets of resist-
ance. She herself has noted:

The EEOC has jurisdiction only over em-
ployment. But other Federal agencies that
enforce sex discrimination provisions often
look to our interpretation for guidance in in-
terpreting the laws they enforce.

The Federal Government should
never be used as a tool to stamp out re-
ligious liberty—that principle which is
so central to our Nation’s founding and
to human happiness itself. It is so im-
portant that we have to stand behind
it. Ms. Feldblum, however, wants to
deny exactly that. On that basis, I ob-
ject to her confirmation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I offer up a
counteroffer. I am fine with the other
two EEOC Commissioners. If that is
what we are worried about—the ability
of the EEOC to do its business—fine. 1
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the en bloc consider-
ation of the following nominations: Ex-
ecutive Calendar Nos. 379 and 381; and
that the Senate vote on the nomina-
tions en bloc with no intervening ac-
tion or debate

Mr. President. Is there objection?

Mrs. MURRAY. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire

Ms. HASSAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my colleagues in urging
approval of Chai Feldblum. The EEOC
is a vital bipartisan agency that en-
forces workers’ civil rights and helps
protect them from harassment and dis-
crimination while on the job. The
EEOC has long operated with bipar-
tisan support and requires a quorum of
its five members to decide the cases be-
fore the Agency—cases which include
racial discrimination, gender discrimi-
nation, age discrimination, and the
abuse of people who experience disabil-
ities. As my colleague from Wash-
ington noted, it decides cases of sexual
harassment as well.

In short, the EEOC operates to pro-
tect hard-working people who want a
fair shot in the workplace. Blocking
this nominee prevents the EEOC from
carrying out the work it is tasked to
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do. It is bringing an unnecessary level
of partisanship to a previously bipar-
tisan process.

Ms. Feldblum is a highly qualified
nominee. She has already been con-
firmed to the EEOC twice by the U.S.
Senate, receiving support from Demo-
crats and Republicans alike. She is also
the first and only openly LGBTQ per-
son to serve on the Commission.

After being nominated by President
Trump for another term last year, it is
time that we finally move forward with
Ms. Feldblum’s nomination. We need to
stop these games, and we need to allow
the EEOC to fully carry out its duties.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

———

WOMEN’S ENTREPRENEURSHIP
AND ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT
ACT OF 2018

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 683, S. 3247.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A Dbill (8. 3247) to improve programs and ac-
tivities relating to women’s entrepreneur-
ship and economic empowerment that are
carried out by the United States Agency for
International Development, and for other
purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, with an amend-
ment to strike all after the enacting
clause and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Women’s Entre-
preneurship and Economic Empowerment Act of
2018”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) Because women make up the majority of
the world’s poor and gender inequalities prevail
in incomes, wages, access to finance, ownership
of assets, and control over the allocation of re-
sources, women’s entrepreneurship and eco-
nomic empowerment is important to achieve in-
clusive economic growth at all levels of society.

(2) Research shows that when women exert
greater influence over household finances, eco-
nomic outcomes for families improve, and child-
hood survival rates, food security, and edu-
cational attainment increase. Women also tend
to place a greater emphasis on household sav-
ings which improves family financial resiliency.

(3) A 2016 report by the McKinsey Global In-
stitute estimated that achieving global gender
parity in economic activity could add as much
as $28,000,000,000,000 to annual global gross do-
mestic product by 2025.

(4) Lack of access to financial services that
address gender-specific constraints impedes
women’s economic inclusion. Roughly
1,000,000,000 women around the world are cur-
rently left out of the formal financial system,
which causes many women to rely on informal
means of saving and borrowing that are riskier
and less reliable.

(5) Among other consequences, this lack of ac-
cess hampers the success of women entre-
preneurs, including women who are seeking to
run or grow small and medium-sized enterprises.
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The International Finance Corporation has esti-
mated that 70 percent of women-owned small
and medium-siced enterprises in the formal sec-
tor are unserved or underserved in terms of ac-
cess to financial services, resulting in a financ-
ing gap of $300,000,000,000 for women-owned
small businesses.

(6) Women’s economic empowerment is inex-
tricably linked to a myriad of other women’s
human rights that are essential to their ability
to thrive as economic actors across the lifecycle,
including—

(A) living lives free of violence and exploi-
tation;

(B) achieving the highest possible standard of
health and well-being;

(C) enjoying full legal and human rights, such
as access to registration, identification, and citi-
zenship documents;

(D) benefitting from formal and informal edu-
cation;

(E) equal protection of and access to land and
property rights;

(F) access to fundamental labor rights;

(G) policies to address disproportionate care
burdens; and

(H) business and management skills and lead-
ership opportunities.

(7) Discriminatory legal and regulatory Sys-
tems and banking practices are obstacles to
women’s access to capital and assets, including
land, machinery, production facilities, tech-
nology, and human resources. These barriers
are often connected to a woman’s marital sta-
tus, which can determine whether she is able to
inherit land or own property in her name. These
constraints contribute to women frequently run-
ning smaller businesses, with fewer employees
and lower asset values.

(8) Savings groups primarily comprised of
women are recognized as a vital entry point, es-
pecially for poor and very poor women, to for-
mal financial services. There is a high demand
for such groups to protect and grow the savings
of women with formal financial institutions.

(9) Evidence shows that, once a saving group
is linked to a bank, the average savings per
member increases between 40 to 100 percent and
the average profit per member doubles. Investing
in financial literacy, business leadership train-
ing, and mentorship are key elements to these
outcomes.

(10) United States support for microenterprise
and microfinance development programs, which
seek to reduce poverty in low-income countries
by giving small loans to small-scale entre-
preneurs without collateral, have been a useful
mechanism to help families weather economic
shocks, but many microcredit borrowers largely
remain in poverty.

(11) The wvast majority of microcredit bor-
rowers are women who would like to move up
the economic ladder, but are held back by bind-
ing constraints that create a missing middle —
large numbers of microenterprises, a handful of
large firms or conglomerates, and very few small
and medium-sized enterprises in between, which
are critical to driving economic growth in devel-
oping countries.

(12) According to the World Bank, small and
medium-sized enterprises create 4 out of 5 new
positions in emerging markets, but approxi-
mately 50 percent of formal small and medium-
siced enterprises lack access to formal credit.
The financing gap is even larger when micro
and informal enterprises are taken into account.
Overall, approximately 70 percent of all micro,
small, and medium-sized enterprises in emerging
markets lack access to credit.

SEC. 3. ACTIONS TO IMPROVE THE INTER-
NATIONAL GENDER POLICY OF THE
UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT.

(a) GENDER ANALYSIS DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘“‘gender analysis’—

(1) means a socioeconomic analysis of avail-
able or gathered quantitative and qualitative in-
formation to identify, understand, and explain
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gaps between men and women which typically
involves examining—

(A) differences in the status of women and
men and their differential access to and control
over assets, resources, education, opportunities,
and services;

(B) the influence of gender roles, structural
barriers, and norms on the division of time be-
tween paid employment, unpaid work (including
the subsistence production and care for family
members), and volunteer activities;

(C) the influence of gender roles, structural
barriers, and norms on leadership roles and de-
cision making; constraints, opportunities, and
entry points for narrowing gender gaps and em-
powering women; and

(D) potential differential impacts of develop-
ment policies and programs on men and women,
including unintended or negative consequences;
and

(2) includes conclusions and recommendations
to enable development policies and programs to
narrow gender gaps and improve the lives of
women and girls.

(b) INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERA-
TION PoLIicY.—It shall be the international de-
velopment cooperation policy of the United
States—

(1) to reduce gender disparities with respect to
economic, social, political, educational, and cul-
tural resources, wealth, opportunities, and serv-
ices;

(2) to strive to eliminate gender-based violence
and mitigate its harmful effects on individuals
and communities including through efforts to
develop standards and capacity to reduce gen-
der-based violence in the workplace and other
places where women work;

(3) to support activities that secure private
property rights and land tenure for women in
developing countries, including—

(4) legal frameworks that give women equal
rights to own, register, use, profit from, and in-
herit land and property;

(B) improving legal literacy to enable women
to exercise the rights described in subparagraph
(A); and

(C) improving the capacity of law enforcement
and community leaders to enforce such rights;

(4) to increase the capability of women and
girls to fully exercise their rights, determine
their life outcomes, assume leadership roles, and
influence decision-making in households, com-
munities, and societies; and

(5) to improve the access of women and girls to
education, particularly higher education oppor-
tunities in business, finance, and management,
in order to enhance financial literacy and busi-
ness development, management, and strategy
skills.

(c) AcTIONS.—In order to advance the policy
described in subsection (b), the Administrator of
the United States Agency for International De-
velopment shall ensure that—

(1) strategies, projects, and activities of the
Agency are shaped by a gender analysis;

(2) standard indicators are used to assess such
strategies, projects, and activities, if applicable;
and

(3) gender equality and female empowerment
are integrated throughout the Agency’s program
cycle and related processes for purposes of stra-
tegic planning, project design and implementa-
tion, monitoring, and evaluation.

SEC. 4. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR MICRO,
SMALL, AND MEDIUM-SIZED ENTER-
PRISES.

(a) FINDINGS AND PoLicy.—Section 251 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2211) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘‘microenterprise’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘micro, small, and medium-siced enter-
prises’’;

(B) by striking ‘“‘and in the development’ and
inserting “‘, in the development’’; and

(C) by inserting *‘, and in the economic em-
powerment of the poor, especially women’ be-
fore the period at the end;
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(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘‘microenterprise’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘micro, small, and medium-siced enter-
prises’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘, particularly enterprises
owned, managed, and controlled by women’’ be-
fore the period at the end;

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘microenter-
prises’”’ and inserting ‘‘micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises’’;

(4) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘microenter-
prise’’ and inserting ‘‘micro, small, and medium-
siced enterprise’’;

(5) in paragraph (5)—

(A4) by striking ‘‘should continue’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘should continue and be expanded’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘microenterprise and micro-
finance development assistance’ and inserting
“development assistance for micro, small, and
medium-sized enterprises’’; and

(6) in paragraph (6)—

(A) by striking “‘have been successful’’ and in-
serting ‘‘have had some success’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘microenterprise programs
should” and inserting ‘‘development assistance
for micro, small, and medium-sized enterprises
should’’; and

(C) by striking *‘, such as countries in Latin
America’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION; IMPLEMENTATION; TAR-
GETED ASSISTANCE.—Section 252 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2211a) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A4) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by
striking ‘‘credit, savings, and other services to
microfinance and microenterprise clients’’ and
inserting ‘‘credit, including the use of innova-
tive credit scoring models, savings, financial
technology, financial literacy, education, insur-
ance, property rights, and other services to
micro, small, and medium-sized enterprise cli-
ents’’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘micro-
finance and microenterprise clients’’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘micro, small, and medium-sized enterprise
clients, particularly clients owned, managed,
and controlled by women’’;

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘microenter-
prises’”’ and inserting ‘‘micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises’’;

(D) in paragraph (3)—

(i) by striking ‘‘microfinance and microenter-
prise institutions” and inserting ‘‘financial
intermediaries’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘microfinance and microenter-
prise clients’” and inserting ‘‘micro, small, and
medium-sized enterprises’’; and

(iii) by striking “‘and’’ at the end;

(E) in paragraph (4)—

(i) by striking ‘“‘microfinance and microenter-
prise clients and institutions’ and inserting
“micro, small, and medium-sized enterprises, fi-
nancial intermediaries, and capital markets’’;
and

(ii) by striking ‘‘the poor and very poor.”’ and
inserting ‘‘the poor and very poor, especially
women;’’; and

(F) by adding at the end the following:

““(5) assistance for the purpose of promoting
the economic empowerment of women, including
through increased access to financial resources
and improving property rights, inheritance
rights, and other legal protections; and

“(6) assistance for the purpose of scaling up
evidence-based graduation approaches, which
include targeting the very poor and households
in  ultra-poverty, consumption support, pro-
motion of savings, financial literacy, skills
training, and asset transfers.”’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(4) by amending paragraph (1) to read as fol-
lows:

““(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
established within the Agency an office to sup-
port the Agency’s efforts to broaden and deepen
local financial markets, expand access to appro-
priate financial products and services, and Sup-
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port the development of micro, small and me-
dium-sized enterprises. The Office shall be head-
ed by a Director who shall possess technical ex-
pertise and ability to offer leadership in the
field of financial sector development.’’;

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as
follows:

‘““(B) USE OF CENTRAL FUNDING MECHANISMS.—
In order to ensure that assistance under this
title is distributed effectively and efficiently, the
office shall provide coordination and support for
field-implemented programs, including through
targeted core support for micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises and local financial mar-
kets.”’; and

(i) in subparagraph (C), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i)—

(I) by inserting *‘, particularly by protecting
the use and funding of local organizations in
countries in which the Agency invests,”’ after
“‘and sustainability’’; and

(II) by inserting ‘‘, especially women’ after
‘““‘the poor and very poor’’; and

(C) by striking paragraph (3); and

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘subsection
(a), 50 percent of all microenterprise resources’
and all that follows and inserting the following:
“‘subsection (a)—

‘“(1) 50 percent of all micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprise resources shall be targeted
to activities that reach the very poor; and

““(2) 50 percent of all small and medium-sized
enterprise resources shall be targeted to activi-
ties that reach enterprises owned, managed, and
controlled by women.”’.

(c) MONITORING SYSTEM.—Section 253(b) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2211b(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting **, including
goals on a gender disaggregated basis, such as
improvements in employment, access to financial
services, education, enterprise development,
earnings and control over income, and property
and land rights,”’ after ‘‘performance goals’’;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘include per-
formance indicators to be used in measuring or
assessing the achievement’ and inserting ‘‘in-
corporate Agency planning and reporting proc-
esses and indicators to measure or assess the
achievement’’; and

(3) by striking paragraph (4).

(d) POVERTY MEASUREMENT METHODS.—Sec-
tion 254 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2211c) is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 254. POVERTY MEASUREMENT METHODS.

“The Administrator of the Agency, in con-
sultation with financial intermediaries and
other appropriate organizations, should have in
place at least 1 method for implementing part-
ners to use to assess poverty levels of their cur-
rent incoming or prospective clients.”’.

(e) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITIES.—Section 255 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2211d) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘assistance for microenterprise
development assistance’ and inserting ‘‘devel-
opment assistance for micro, small, and medium-
sized enterprises’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and, to the extent applicable’
and all that follows and inserting a period.

(f) MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT CRED-
I1TS.—Section 256 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2212) is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘MICRO-
ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT CREDITS’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘DEVELOPMENT CREDITS FOR MICRO, SMALL,
AND MEDIUM-SIZED ENTERPRISES’;

(2) in subsection (a)—

(4) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘micro- and
small enterprises’”’ and inserting ‘‘micro, small,
and medium-sized enterprises’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘microenter-
prises”’ and inserting ‘‘micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises’’;

(3) in subsection (b)—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by
striking ‘‘microenterprise households lacking
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full access to credit’” and inserting ‘‘micro,
small, and medium-sized enterprises and house-
holds lacking full access to credit and other fi-
nancial services’’; and

(B) in paragraphs (1) and (2), by striking

“microfinance institutions’ each place such
term appears and inserting ‘‘financial inter-
mediaries’’;

(4) in subsection (c), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘microfinance insti-
tutions” and inserting ‘‘financial inter-
mediaries’’; and

(5) in subsections (c) and (d), by striking ‘‘mi-
croenterprise households’ each place such term
appears and inserting ‘‘micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises and households’’.

(9) UNITED STATES MICROFINANCE LOAN FA-
CILITY.—Section 257 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2213) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) —

(A) by striking ‘“‘Administrator’’ and inserting
“President’’;

(B) by striking ‘“‘United States-supported

microfinance institutions” and inserting
“United  States-supported financial inter-
mediaries’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(4) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘United
States-supported  microfinance  institutions’

each place such term appears and inserting

“United  States-supported  financial inter-
mediaries’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘micro-

finance institutions” and inserting ‘‘financial
intermediaries’’.

(h) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Section 258(b) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2214(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘““(b) CONTENTS.—To the extent practicable,
the report submitted under subsection (a) should
contain the following:

‘(1) Information about assistance provided
under section 252, including—

‘““(A) the amount of each grant or other form
of assistance;

‘““(B) the name and type of each intermediary
and implementing partner organization receiv-
ing assistance;

‘“(C) the name of each country receiving as-
sistance; and

‘(D) the methodology used to ensure compli-
ance with the targeted assistance requirements
under subsection (c) of such section.

‘““(2) The percentage of assistance provided
under section 252, disaggregated by income
level, including for the very poor, and by gen-
der.

““(3) The estimated number of individuals that
received assistance under section 252,
disaggregated by income level (or an appropriate
proxy for income level, including for the very
poor), by gender, and by type of assistance.

‘““(4) The results of the monitoring system re-
quired under section 253.

“(5) Information about any method in place to
assess poverty levels under section 254.”".

(i) DEFINITIONS.—Section 259 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2214a) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘Committee
on International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives’ and inserting ‘‘Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives’;

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘microenter-
prises”’ and inserting ‘‘micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises’’;

(3) in paragraph (6)—

(A) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘micro-
enterprise institution’ and inserting ‘‘micro,
small, or medium-sized enterprise institution’’;
and

(B) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘micro-
finance institution”’ and inserting ‘‘financial
intermediary’’;

(4) by striking paragraphs (7) and (8) and in-
serting the following:

“(7) MICRO, SMALL, AND MEDIUM-SIZED ENTER-
PRISE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘micro, small, and
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medium-siced enterprise institution’ means an
entity that provides services, including finance,
training, or business development services, for
micro, small, and medium-siced enterprises in
foreign countries.

““(8) FINANCIAL INTERMEDIARY.—The term ‘fi-
nancial intermediary’ means the entity that acts
as the intermediary between parties in a finan-
cial transaction, such as a bank, credit union,
investment fund, a village savings and loan
group, or an institution that provides financial
services to a micro, small, or medium-sized enter-
prise.”’;

(5) by striking paragraph (9);

(6) by redesignating paragraphs (10) through
(14) as paragraphs (9) through (13), respectively;

(7) in paragraph (9), as redesignated, by strik-
ing ‘“‘of microenterprise development’’;

(8) by amending paragraph (10), as redesig-
nated, to read as follows:

““(10) PRACTITIONER INSTITUTION.—The term
‘practitioner institution’ means a not-for-profit
entity, a financial intermediary, an information
and communications technology firm with a mo-
bile money platform, a village and savings loan
group, or any other entity that provides finan-
cial or business development services authorized
under section 252 that benefits micro, small, and
medium-sized enterprise clients.”’;

9) in paragraph (12), as redesignated—

(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking
“UNITED STATES-SUPPORTED MICROFINANCE IN-
STITUTION’’ and inserting ‘‘UNITED STATES-SUP-
PORTED FINANCIAL INTERMEDIARY’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘United States-supported
microfinance institution’’ and inserting ‘‘United
States-supported financial intermediary’’; and

(10) in paragraph (13), as redesignated, by
amending subparagraph (B) to read as follows:

“(B) living below the international poverty
line (as defined by the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development and the Inter-
national Development Association (collectively
referred to as the ‘World Bank’)).” .

(j) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—Title VI of chapter 2 of part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2211 et
seq.) is amended in the title heading by striking
“MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT AS-
SISTANCE” and inserting “DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE FOR MICRO, SMALL, AND ME-
DIUM-SIZED ENTERPRISES”.

SEC. 5. REPORT AND BRIEFING BY THE UNITED
STATES AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator of the United States Agency for
International Development shall provide a brief-
ing and submit a report to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate regarding the implementation of this Act
and the amendments made by this Act, includ-
ing actions to improve the gender policies of the
United States Agency for International Develop-
ment pursuant to section 3.

(b) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The report re-
quired under subsection (a) shall be posted and
made available on a text-based, searchable, and
publicly-available internet website.

SEC. 6. REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall submit
a report to the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate regarding
development assistance for micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises administered by the
United States Agency for International Develop-
ment.

(b) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.—The report re-
quired under subsection (a) shall include an as-
sessment of the following:

(1) What is known about the impact of such
development assistance on the economies of de-
veloping countries.
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(2) The extent to which such development as-
sistance is targeting women and the very poor,
including what is known about how such devel-
opment assistance benefits women.

(3) The extent to which the United States
Agency for International Development has de-
veloped a methodology to ensure compliance
with the targeted assistance requirement under
section 252(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended by section 4(b)(3), and the
quality of such methodology.

(4) The monitoring system required under sec-
tion 253(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended by section 4(c), including the qual-
ity, appropriateness, and feasibility of such
monitoring system.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee-reported
amendment be agreed to and that the
bill, as amended, be considered read a
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The committee-reported amendment
was agreed to.

The bill, as amended, was ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading and
was read the third time.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I know of no further
debate on the bill, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is,
Shall the bill pass?

The bill (S. 3247), as amended, was
passed.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the motion to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

ASIA REASSURANCE INITIATIVE
ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The Senator from Colorado.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate
the message to accompany S. 2736.

The Presiding Officer laid before the
Senate the following message:

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S.
2736) entitled ‘“An act to develop a long-term
strategic vision and a comprehensive, multi-
faceted, and principled United States policy
for the Indo-Pacific region, and for other
purposes.’’, do pass with an amendment.

MOTION TO CONCUR

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I
move to concur in the House amend-
ment, and I ask unanimous consent
that the motion be agreed to and that
the motion to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I rise
to celebrate a momentous bipartisan
achievement—this bill that we just
passed for our Nation’s foreign policy.

Shortly, we will send this legislation,
now—after its passage—to the Presi-
dent’s desk: Gardner-Markey, also
known as the Asia Reassurance Initia-
tive Act.

I first want to thank an incredible
partner throughout this entire effort,
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Senator MARKEY and his staff, for their
incredibly hard work on this bill and
their efforts to get this bill over the
finish line. I believe we have set a
strong example of how major foreign
policy can be accomplished in a very
thorough and bipartisan fashion, and I
look forward to our next effort to-
gether.

I also want to thank Senators CARDIN
and RUBIO and their staffs, as well, for
early and consistent support on this ef-
fort.

Thanks go to the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee chairman, Senator
CORKER, the ranking member, BOB
MENENDEZ, and their staffs for helping
to shepherd this effort through the
Foreign Relations Committee, where
ARIA passed unanimously on Sep-
tember 26, 2018.

I want to thank and extend my grati-
tude to the majority leader, KEVIN
MCCARTHY, and his staff for their hard
work to pass this bill through the
House of Representatives with only
minimal changes, by voice vote, last
week.

Leader MCCONNELL and his staff took
an early interest in this effort, and it
could not have been done without their
support.

I am grateful to Leader STENY
HOYER, the chairman and ranking
member of the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, ED ROYCE and ELIOT
ENGEL, and Representative ILLEANA
ROS-LEHTINEN for their support.

Nearly 2 years in the making, the
Gardner-Markey ARIA Initiative will
establish a generational, multifaceted,
and principled U.S. policy in the Indo-
Pacific region, a region that is vital for
U.S. national security and economic
interests. ARIA is important because
the Indo-Pacific is home to half of the
world’s population, half of the world’s
GDP, the world’s largest standing ar-
mies, and six U.S. defense treaty allies.

The security and economic future of
the United States depends on having
the right policies to ensure a free and
open Indo-Pacific. Therefore, the Gard-
ner-Markey ARIA establishes and pro-
vides new resources for a long-term
strategy to enhance security coopera-
tion with our allies and establishes the
Asia-Pacific security initiative.

It promotes American businesses
through trade opportunities, projects
American values of democracy, human
rights, and the rule of law throughout
the Indo-Pacific. It is a bill designed to
drive U.S. leadership as other powers
turn to economic colonialism.

Starting in June 2017, Senator MAR-
KEY and I have held over five hearings
at the East Asia and Pacific Sub-
committee to inform this legislation.
The hearings examined a range of na-
tional security, economic, and rule of
law challenges in the Indo-Pacific and
culminated in a final hearing with
State Department and Department of
Defense officials to allow the adminis-
tration to express its views on ARIA.

We introduced ARIA on April 24 of
this year with a bipartisan group that
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included Senators RUBIO, CARDIN, and
YOUNG. On June 21, we received a letter
signed by Secretary Pompeo and Sec-
retary Mattis formally endorsing
ARIA. The letter states:

[We] value the ARIA legislation’s reaffir-
mation of the United States’ security com-
mitments to our Indo-Pacific allies and part-
ners. Furthermore, ARIA’s focus on pro-
moting stronger regional economic engage-
ment—and its support for democracy, the
rule of law, and the development of civil so-
ciety—is especially welcome as part of a dip-
lomatically-led whole-of-government ap-
proach to the Indo-Pacific region.

The Gardner-Markey ARIA passed
the Foreign Relations Committee
unanimously on September 26. It
passed unanimously on the floor of the
Senate on December 4, and the House
passed ARIA by voice vote, as I men-
tioned, December 12.

This bill is a rare piece of bipartisan
legislation that enjoys broad support
in the Congress and the White House
but is also strongly supported by the
business community and policy ex-
perts.

On June 4, the Wall Street Journal
editorial board endorsed ARIA, stating:

Congress is trying to help with the bipar-
tisan Asia Reassurance Initiative Act. . . .
The Senate bill affirms core American alli-
ances with Australia, Japan, and South
Korea, while calling for deeper military and
economic ties with India and Taiwan. It no-
tably encourages regular weapons sales to
Taipei.

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has
also endorsed ARIA, stating:

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce supports
the ‘“‘Asia Reassurance Initiative Act of 2018’
and thanks Senator Gardner [and Markey]
for [their] efforts to strengthen U.S. stra-
tegic and economic relationships across the
Indo-Pacific region.

Particularly with regard to the legisla-
tion’s economic goals, we appreciate the
bill’s focus on closer trade ties, stronger pro-
tections for intellectual property, and a re-
newed focus on trade facilitation.

The Heritage Foundation wrote on
December 6:

Don’t look now, but a sweeping bill with
bipartisan support in Congress and the back-
ing of the Trump administration is one step
closer to becoming reality. The Asia Reas-
surance Initiative Act, introduced by Sen.
Cory Gardner . . . along with key cosponsors
Ed Markey . . . and Marco Rubio . . . passed
the Senate on Wednesday. This was a wel-
come display of leadership.

In these partisan times, the bill has
garnered support from both current
and former administration officials and
experts across the political spectrum.
As the Singapore-based Straits Times
wrote on December 13:

Under the Obama administration, there
was a big rhetorical commitment to the Asia
Pacific or Indo-Pacific region, but the US
‘“‘just flat out did not readjust our resources
in a way that actually backed that up,” said
Dr. Lindsey Ford, Director of Political-Secu-
rity Affairs for the Asia Society Policy Insti-
tute.

The ARIA marks an important start to
rectifying that, she said.

“The ARIA . .. if passed, would be prob-
ably one of the most consequential pieces of
funding legislation that has to do with Asia,
that US Congress would have passed in
years,” Dr. Ford told Straits Times.
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When you have the Heritage Founda-
tion and former Obama administration
officials on the same page, you know
we have done something right.

So again, I want to congratulate this
body—truly the world’s most delibera-
tive Chamber, as this bill has proved—
for this bipartisan victory, and I hope
the President will sign this important
bill into law shortly.

Again, I want to thank my colleague,
Senator MARKEY, for his tremendous
leadership on this.

I yield the floor to Senator MARKEY.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Colorado, and I rise
to echo the sentiments of the Senator
from Colorado.

I first want to thank the Senator for
all of his great work on this bill, for all
of the hearings that took place in the
subcommittee, all of the various inter-
est groups who had to be worked with
in order to make sure that this bill
came to pass.

So I just want to thank the Senator
from Colorado and thank his staff for
the great work.

This bill is a historic bill. It is a very
important bill. It could not have hap-
pened without the Senator, and I thank
him for all of his incredible leadership
on this issue.

I want to thank my own staff for all
of their great work on this issue as
well.

We had an incredible bipartisan part-
nership that was created between the
Senator from Colorado and the Senator
from Massachusetts, but our staffs
worked very closely together.

This bill, the Gardner-Markey Asia
Reassurance Initiative Act, is a very
important bill, and I want to speak
about this bill, but in doing so, I am
actually speaking about something
that is broader, something more impor-
tant, something of more lasting con-
sequence to international peace and
stability, and something more critical
to the economic well-being, security,
and fundamental rights of Americans
and millions of others around the
globe.

America has always had an impor-
tant relationship with the Indo-Pacific
region, but the global landscape is
changing, and today, more than ever,
the Indo-Pacific is the most consequen-
tial region, not only for the United
States but also for the rest of the
world, and that is what this bill is all
about. It is how we in the U.S. Con-
gress can reaffirm that we, No. 1, are
and will remain committed to the Indo-
Pacific; No. 2, recognize its shifting dy-
namics and the significance these
changes represent; and No. 3, stand
ready to marshal the leadership and re-
sources necessary to address the chal-
lenges we face and capitalize on the op-
portunities before us.

With that in mind, I again want to
extend my gratitude to my partner in
this endeavor, Senator GARDNER. He
has been the best possible partner in
this effort, and I want to thank him for
everything he has done.
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I also want to thank Senators
CORKER and MENENDEZ for their assist-
ance in advancing this bill through the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
and a litany of saints who I think

should all be mentioned: Senator
RUBIO, Senator CARDIN, Senator
YOUNG, Senator SULLIVAN, Senator
PERDUE, Senator GRAHAM, Senator

COONS, Senator KAINE, Senator PETERS,
Senator WICKER—all cosponsors of this
bill, perfectly bipartisan.

I also want to thank Representatives
MCCARTHY and HOYER and NEAL and
ROYCE and CASTRO and YOHO for their
work as well. That list of Members is
not only indicative of the level of bi-
partisanship there is in Congress but
also on U.S.-Asia policy. This bill
would not have been possible without
them, and it would not have been pos-
sible without, again, the wonderful
staffs we are blessed to have working
on these issues, who spent many long
hours advocating for key American in-
terests and values in this legislation.

This bill represents a generational
policy framework to enhance U.S. lead-
ership in the Indo-Pacific and is a dem-
onstration of American commitment to
a free and open region, as well as the
rules-based international order.

Zach Hosford and Mark Appleton on
my staff dedicated the last year to
working and partnering with the Sen-
ator. So I am pleased that the Gardner-
Markey Asia Reassurance Initiative
will pass the Senate today, and I look
forward to its being sent on to the
President’s desk.

I again thank Senator GARDNER for
all of his incredible work.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

———

RECOGNIZING THE EAST MIS-
SISSIPPI LIONS, NJCAA CHAMPS

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I rise for
a long overdue floor speech to recog-
nize a school in my home State of Mis-
sissippi that continues to win national
football championships, five, in fact,
over the past 10 years.

I can assure my friends from Ala-
bama that I am not trying to steal the
thunder from the Crimson Tide. I am
here to recognize the undefeated East
Mississippi Community College Lions,
who have become their own football
dynasty and are the reigning National
Junior College Athletic Association
champs. NJCAA is commonly known as
JUCO.

What makes the BEast Mississippi
Community College football program
special is the grit and determination
that fuels its success. Some of these
players are truly playing for their
lives. They are the comeback kids, ris-
ing above adversity to get back into
the game. The stories of these players
are so inspirational that they won over
the hearts of Americans in the Netflix
documentary series, ‘‘Last Chance U.”

In the first two seasons of that pro-
gram, viewers had a prime spot in the
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bleachers to watch East Mississippi’s
2015 and 2016 football seasons. I will not
reveal any spoilers, but the Lions have
undeniable star power.

One of the compelling themes
throughout the show is the belief in
second chances. Past misbehavior or
poor grades do not define these players
or their futures. They have legions of
fans cheering for their success and for
the next touchdown. They have intro-
duced to the Nation, if not the world,
the small Mississippi town of Scooba,
population 700. According to the show’s
trailer, ‘‘One of football’s best recruit-
ing grounds is a place you’ve never
heard of,”” but now the secret is out.

I would like to congratulate the East
Mississippi Lions as this year’s JUCO
champions and recognize the leader-
ship of the head coach, Buddy Ste-
phens, who only this afternoon was
named National Coach of the Year for
junior college football.

I also want to congratulate East Mis-
sissippi’s six All-Americans this year,
which was the most for any school ex-
cept Iowa Western, which tied with
them. These All-Americans include
first team All-American wide receiver
Dontario Drummond and second team
running back Deon McIntosh, offensive
lineman LaQuinston Sharp, and defen-
sive lineman Everitt Cunningham.
Honorable mentions went to quarter-
back Messiah deWeaver and return spe-
cialist DJ Clayton. There have been 32
All-Americans during Coach Stephens’
11-season tenure with the Lions.

Many East Mississippi players go on
to 4-year universities and even pro
football teams. LaGarrette Blount,
running back for the Detroit Lions and
a three-time Super Bowl champion,
was a former East Mississippi Lion,
and so was defensive back C.J. Reavis,
who plays for the Jacksonville Jag-
uars. Other alumni currently playing
in the NFL are defensive lineman
Jarran Reed for the Seattle Seahawks,
Za’'Darius Smith for the Baltimore
Ravens, Denico Autry for the Indianap-
olis Colts, and D.J. Jones for the San
Francisco 49ers.

Although there is no question about
East Mississippi’s skills on the field,
the team also earned the title of being
the Football Academic Team of the
Year among junior colleges, showing
that the work goes far past the end
zone.

Our State and Nation are proud of
BEast Mississippi Community College’s
success. I am confident their football
dynasty will continue, and I look for-
ward to cheering them on to other
championships in future years.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DAINES). The Senator from Delaware.

U.N. FRAMEWORK CONVENTION ON
CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Preside